Differentiation of self in pastoral leaders : differentiation of self inventory, revised as a valid assessment protocol by Cinocca, James Edward, Jr.
 ABSTRACT 
DIFFERENTIATION OF SELF IN PASTORAL LEADERS: 
DIFFERENTIATION OF SELF INVENTORY, REVISED 
AS A VALID ASSESSMENT PROTOCOL 
by 
James Edward Cinocca, Jr. 
 
 Ecclesial gatekeepers like Boards of Ordained Ministry are charged with the task of 
vetting candidates for pastoral ministry. Over the years, gatekeepers have employed various 
tests, interview strategies and assessment protocols to help inform their decisions regarding the 
approval of candidates for ministry and the ordination of clergy. On the whole, gatekeepers do 
not have any objective assessment tools capable of predicting pastoral effectiveness.  
 Murray Bowen’s family systems theory and Edwin Friedman’s thoughts regarding 
effective leadership are premised on the level of a person’s self differentiation. The work of 
Elizabeth Skowron and Myrna Friedlander produced the 46 question Differentiation of Self 
Inventory, Revised (DSI-R). Based upon recommendations of Brian D. Majerus and Steven J. 
Sandage, the DSI-R was completed by 33 clergy of the Oklahoma Annual Conference of the 
United Methodist Church. The selected clergy were deemed highly effective by a District 
Superintendent. This study takes the first step in validating the DSI-R as an objective assessment 
protocol. 
 
  
 
 
 
  
The results of the study confirmed that effective pastors exhibit a high level of self-
differentiation. Boards of Ordained Ministry need consider using the DSI-R to assess the 
differentiation of self in candidates for ministry, provisional clergy recommended for ordination 
and as a continuing education component for clergy. 
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CHAPTER 1 
Overview of the Chapter 
 We understand the mission of the church of Jesus Christ as one of bringing the kingdom 
of God into the present. In real terms this translates to an increase in our love of God, self, and 
neighbor as set forth in the greatest commandment. Jesus teaches his disciples that they “shall 
love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and all your mind” (New 
Revised Standard Version Wesley Study Bible, Matt. 22:37). Disciples are then to transmit this 
love to their neighbors after having first loved themselves (Matt. 22:39). As faithful followers of 
Jesus Christ live out this great commandment, new believers are minted and the kingdom of God 
expands in the present age. 
 One expression of how disciples live out their faith is the gathered body of Christ in the 
form of a congregation. As with other human endeavors operating as groups with common 
objectives, congregations have designated leaders. In the context of a congregation, God calls 
pastors to lead  In a perfect world, the church could accurately discern a pastoral candidate’s 
gifts, graces, and leadership skills to assure that the candidate’s capacities are adequate for the 
task at hand. This discernment process is skewed heavily toward subjective analysis, and the 
process needs objective analysis protocols and assessment tools with which to predict leadership 
capacity. 
 What is fairly clear from the landscape of current literature surrounding pastoral 
leadership is that congregations are nuclear families writ large. Family systems theory has 
developed methodologies of measuring, predicting, and correcting family dynamics. Overlaying 
family system processes of nuclear families onto congregational groups may open new windows 
of understanding leadership challenges in the pastorate. The ability to measure, predict, and 
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correct pastoral leadership traits leads to the conclusion that healthier congregational bodies are 
possible. 
 The work of this dissertation is a small step forward in validating an inventory survey 
designed to measure a person’s level of differentiation of self (DoS). Murray Bowen’s family 
systems theory has been advanced to the point that if DoS can be assessed accurately, then 
improvement and growth can occur in the areas where a person is insufficiently differentiated 
(Jankowski and Sandage 427; Jankowski and Hooper 227). The 2006 Differentiation of Self 
Inventory, Revised is used in this study to measure the DoS of a selected set of pastors who are 
subjectively rated as highly effective by a supervisor. If there is a correlation between a pastor’s 
effectiveness and their DSI-R scores, then we may well be on a path toward being able to use the 
DSI-R as an independent assessment criteria for pastoral candidates. 
 Maybe, just maybe, we can help people called to ministry by God understand how they 
function in a their own family system, and in a congregation. The kingdom of God would be well 
served by pastors who are emotionally healthier and who can bring all of their gifts to bear on the 
daunting task of leading God’s people to usher the Kingdom into the present. 
Personal Introduction 
 When Jesus called his disciples to follow him, they did not hesitate. In fact, the Gospel of 
Matthew tells us that Peter, Andrew, James, and John immediately leave their nets as fishermen 
in order to answer Jesus’ call to follow him. Matthew's account is direct and to the point in 
Chapter 4:18-22: 
 
18
 As he walked by the Sea of Galilee, he saw two brothers, Simon, who is called Peter, 
and Andrew his brother, casting a net into the lake—for they were fishermen. 19And he 
said to them, ‘Follow me, and I will make you fish for people.’ 20Immediately they left 
their nets and followed him. 
21
As he went from there, he saw two other brothers, James 
son of Zebedee and his brother John, in the boat with their father Zebedee, mending their 
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nets, and he called them. 
22
Immediately they left the boat and their father, and followed 
him. 
 
At least as far as the Gospel accounts are concerned, the prospective disciples expressed no 
concern and no trepidation. Any wringing of hands among the disciples as they were called to 
ministry is not reported. The disciples heard, saw, and experienced something in Jesus’ character 
that prompted their decision to surrender completely and immediately. How do we understand 
Jesus’ character and capacity to lead and shepherd so that we, like the disciples, answer the call 
to follow Jesus unequivocally? 
 As a non-believer, then as a seeker, and even now as an ordained pastor in the United 
Methodist Church, I have continued to wonder what exactly it was about Jesus' entreaty to these 
men of Galilee that changed their lives with a singular request. Setting aside our traditions, 
Christological doctrines, and even the words of Jesus himself about who he claimed to be, what 
was it about his leadership that caused people to follow? There was a quality or capacity beyond 
the label of rabbi or Jesus’ reputation that captured the imagination of these prospective 
disciples. They certainly would have seen and understood Jesus strictly based upon his humanity 
and the traits and capacities inherent therein. Even during their ministry together, the disciples 
knew Jesus as an extraordinarily gifted leader, and yet they struggled to discern who Jesus really 
was and why he was there. Jesus that captured their hearts immediately and completely to move 
them to give up the lives they had known. 
 What a wonderful gift to the church it would be if each pastor called by the Holy Spirit to 
ministry, possessed at least in some measure the leadership qualities of Jesus! Over the last 
fifteen years, I have asked the question, “What are the qualities possessed by the truly gifted 
pastors? The pastors that, beyond charisma or preaching skills, can effect truly transformative 
change in the lives of the congregations that they shepherd?” As part of these ongoing 
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contemplations, I have maintained that the integral key to vital churches is the dynamic 
leadership of the senior pastor. My observations indicate that dynamic, transformative leadership 
is a combination of both innate and learned traits. 
 Self-improvement books abound, and training sessions on this topic are frequently 
offered to clergy seeking to improve their leadership skills. In the context in which I serve, the 
Oklahoma Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church provides leadership training as 
part of semi-annual Orders Meetings and other continuing education events. As I have 
participated in these leadership-training events, I have generally come away with practical tools a 
pastor might use to help lead the congregation. These training sessions do not explore the make-
up of one’s personality nor an exploration of how a pastor is hard-wired to lead, or not, in the 
midst of the largest and most dynamic and dysfunctional family system, the modern 
congregation. From these experiences, I questioned whether there was an assessment tool that 
might be used to gauge a pastor’s skill set when it came to leading such a large “family” unit. 
And if so, was there a way to help pastors improve in these areas of personal development? 
 One experience that helped to form my questions about leadership came as I helped 
develop and launch two Celebrate Recovery ministries at the First United Methodist Churches of 
Tulsa and Owasso. Our leadership team consistently stressed that the success of each of these 
ministries was in large part tied to the willingness and ability of the senior pastor to champion 
the ministry before the congregation. Senior Pastor support was an explicit component of the 
ministry materials taught by John Baker and Rick Warren of Saddleback Church, the originators 
of Celebrate Recovery. Senior Pastor leadership is vitally important to the introduction of 
recovery-style ministries into the mainstream church because these ministries typically meet with 
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resistance. How the senior pastor navigated and responded to this resistance or anxiety became 
an important predictor of whether or not the ministry would survive and thrive. 
 A second and more current experience also fueled my question about pastoral leadership. 
As a by-product of my small group experiences in the Celebrate Recovery ministries, I now have 
a keen interest in the reclamation of traditional Wesleyan methods and practices. In my current 
appointment, I teach, model and institute systemic small groups premised upon the Wesleyan 
Class Meeting. In conversations with our senior pastor, I made the observation that he is the key 
to the success of our Journey Groups. I requested that he lead in such a way that the church will 
begin to shift its understanding of discipleship models from one that is loose and disconnected to 
one premised on systemic small groups. In order for the church, or any church for that matter, to 
make significant, transformative ministry changes, the senior pastor must possess certain 
capacities, leadership and personality traits, coupled with passion for the change. Otherwise, the 
prospective change is likely dead on arrival. 
 These two experiences of introducing systemic change in the church culture serve as the 
bases of my passion for being able to discern quality pastoral leadership. The introduction of 
Celebrate Recovery was an independent ministry in the church, but still encountered steep 
resistance while creating systemic anxiety with the congregation. The current project at Owasso 
FUMC of introducing Wesleyan styled small groups is an overall cultural shift and change of 
discipleship method that touches all ministries and people within the church family. Senior 
pastor leadership was an important component to systemic transformative success of these 
ministries. 
 Along with the two personal experiences noted above, my observations from afar of 
various pastoral leaders has triggered questions in my mind concerning why some pastors 
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operated closer to the model of Jesus' leadership than other pastors. In other words, some pastors 
can, viewed from the outside, consistently and successfully introduce change in the 
congregation. Other pastors, try as they might, cannot sustain any systemic change in a 
congregation.  
 Initial thoughts produced: 
 1. Some pastors are seemingly capable of attracting people to the faith, when others 
are not as effective. This translates into the congregations of these pastors growing in attendance 
and/or membership without regard to which church the pastor was appointed to serve. 
 2. Some pastors are beloved by their congregations more than others. Pastors who 
serve longer tenures in appointments within the United Methodist system evidence this. 
 3. Are there quantifiable interpersonal skills associated with senior pastors that are 
appointed to serve churches with numerically significant worship attendance? Essentially, what 
is it about the leadership of certain pastors that allows them to rise to the top of the appointment 
system as their tenure in the pastorate progresses? On the other hand, what is it that makes for 
ineffective pastors, which we all know exist but are loathe to discuss? Those pastors that have 
lesser skills and find themselves reappointed every couple of years, hoping that retirement occurs 
sooner rather than later. 
 4. Are there metrics by which to judge interpersonal skills of pastors, or can we 
validate such metrics and use them to assess pastors? 
 Interpersonal skills and emotional qualities in senior pastor leadership that are critically 
important not only to the success of the pastor, but to the health of the congregations they serve. 
More importantly, these skills and qualities are beyond the pastor simply being seminary trained 
as a professional pastor, even though many churches are seeking these professional skill sets 
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(Schuller, Strommen, and Brekke 32, 52; Miller 183). I am not so far removed from my 
Candidacy and Provisional work to recall that little assessment, if any, takes place regarding 
interpersonal rubrics to determine in an objective way the leadership capacity of the prospective 
pastoral candidates. Whether it is because of a paucity of candidates to fill the needed pastorates 
and the need to move warm bodies through the process, or a lack of adequate assessment tools, 
something is missing. I left the candidacy processes and transitioned into Full Elder status 
feeling suspect of the pastoral vetting accomplished in the current system. 
My questions regarding pastoral leadership had been coalescing over the last fifteen 
years. Then I read Edwin H. Friedman's work, A Failure of Nerve, a couple of years ago and was 
intrigued to the point that I thought I might have found a way forward to answer, at least in part, 
my questions about leadership. I worked through Friedman's analysis of self-differentiated 
leadership and how a properly differentiated leader operates in response to familial, structural, 
and organizational anxieties. I began to wonder if self-differentiation might be an important 
barometer for effective pastoral leadership, and if so, whether there is an accurate assessment 
tool to measure self-differentiation in pastoral candidates. Was it possible that highly self-
differentiated pastoral leaders would be the ones capable of successfully shepherding systemic 
and transformative changes in a congregation? If there was an assessment tool to determine 
levels of self-differentiation, might the church be more capable of assessing, recruiting and/or 
coaching excellence in pastoral leadership? 
Statement of the Problem 
 How does a denomination, church or any ecclesial gatekeeper (Board of Ordained 
Ministry in the United Methodist Church) identify those persons called to ministry who will 
provide successful and/or effective transformative senior pastor leadership? Is there an 
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assessment tool that will accurately correlate personal traits in the candidate with the stated goals 
of the church? 
 There is extensive and still-expanding literature discussing the Bowen family systems 
and the theory of differentiation of self (DoS). Studies of DoS are beginning to establish 
correlations between differentiated persons and their functioning in groups and family systems. 
Correlation between spiritual well-being and DoS has also been shown. A 2010 journal article by 
Brian D. Majerus and Steven J. Sandage, Differentiation of Self and Christian Spiritual Maturity: 
Social Science and Theological Integration, accumulates and discusses much of the growing 
body of DoS research, including those studies that support correlations between DoS and 
spiritual maturity and healthy relationships in community (49). Majerus and Sandage suggest 
potential correlations for future study. One of their suggested directions for study potentially 
provides a way forward in answering my question about pastoral leadership. Majerus and 
Sandage said “Finally, DoS might be studied in the lives of spiritual leaders or exemplars. 
Qualitative studies could identify those considered spiritual exemplars by other leaders, 'expert 
raters,' or community members to see if facets of DoS characterize them.” (49) 
 I am concerned that churches and denominations may not be using current, reliable, and 
precise assessment tools when vetting their candidates for pastoral leadership. The church should 
be interested in the skills of the pastoral candidate beyond merely sanctioning their call to 
ministry. Is there an assessment tool that can be added to or replace existing psychological 
assessments? Especially if the new assessment tool can, with a reasonable degree of accuracy, 
measure the potential efficacy of the pastoral candidate?  
The following statement frames my area of interest: Is differentiation of self (DoS) as 
suggested in Bowen’s theory and Friedman’s postulations predictive of a pastor's success, or 
 Cinocca 9  
 
 
 
not, in leading a congregation? Or, alternatively, are senior pastors that are considered 
successful spiritual leaders "characterized by facets of DoS” (Majerus and Sandage). Measuring 
differentiation of self in pastoral leaders may prove to be an effective tool for assessing pastoral 
make-up when it comes to transformative leadership in the congregational context. 
Purpose of the Project 
 The purpose of this research was to select a pool of pastoral leaders in the Oklahoma 
Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church who were subjectively rated as highly 
effective by their District Superintendents and to have each of them complete the Differentiation 
of Self Inventory, Revised in order to assess whether there is a correlation between subjectively 
rated effectiveness and higher levels of self differentiation thereby taking a step toward 
validation of the DSI-R as an assessment tool for pastoral candidates.  
Research Questions 
 Because this project follows the recommendation of Majerus and Sandage, its focus is 
quite narrow. I designed the research questions to make a small, initial step toward the goal of 
validating the DSI-R as a pastoral assessment tool. In order to fulfill the stated purpose of this 
project, the following research questions will be utilized. 
Research Question #1 
Do pastoral leaders who are considered highly effective by their supervisors have high 
median scores on the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & 
Schmidt)? 
 
Research Question #2 
If pastoral leaders who are considered highly effective by their supervisors have high 
median scores, what are the next steps in validating the Differentiation of Self 
Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & Schmidt) as a useful protocol for assessing 
pastoral candidates? 
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Research Question #3 
How should the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & 
Schmidt) be used as an assessment tool for pastoral candidates? 
 
Rationale for the Project 
 Rationale #1: The church is always seeking persons called to pastoral ministry who will 
be highly effective spiritual leaders for their congregations. If we can take a step toward 
validating the DSI-R as an accurate predictor of well-differentiated pastoral leaders, then we are 
advancing the goal of the church in its selection of pastoral leaders. 
 Rationale #2: If effective pastoral leaders exhibit traits of high DoS, then ecclesial gate-
keepers can: 1) screen for these traits in future pastoral leaders; and 2) teach and enhance DoS 
traits in current church leaders/pastors/ministers. New candidacy interview paradigms need to be 
adopted to utilize the DSI-R. 
 My experience of the candidacy process in the United Methodist Church included a 
psychological assessment. The psychological assessment was primarily designed to catch and 
weed out those pastoral candidates who were deemed psychologically unsound to enter the 
pastorate. The psychological assessment is not designed to screen for future effectiveness of 
pastoral leaders. 
 Rationale #3: The DSI-R needs to be tested in order to determine whether it is a valid 
assessment tool. The data collection and analysis proposed in this study is the next logical step in 
adding to the literature on differentiation of self. 
 
Definition of Key Terms 
 Differentiation of Self (DoS): the capacity to maintain self in the midst of the anxiety 
produced by relationships and family systems. 
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 Anxiety: physiological response to threats in emotional systems. Consists of two varieties: 
acute and chronic. 
 Bowen Family Systems Theory (BFST): Experts in this field believe that a simple 
definition for BFST is difficult. For purposes of this list, BFST asserts that families operate as 
emotional units. The “family,” nuclear or otherwise, predicts individual behavior more 
accurately than relying on assessments purely centered on the psychological make-up of the 
individual. BFST holds that “two primary variables influence the functioning” of persons and 
family units, “chronic anxiety and differentiation of self” (103). 
 Differentiation of Self Inventory – Revised: A forty-six question survey based on the 
Likert scale of 1 – 6 for each question. It has been shown to have a high degree of confidence in 
accurately measuring an individual’s level of differentiation. 
 Emotional reactivity: “assesses the individual’s awareness of and ability to regulate 
affect” (Jankowski and Hooper 228). 
 Emotional cutoff: “assesses the extent to which an individual reactively distances from 
others to soothe anxiety” (Jankowski and Hooper 228). 
 Fusion with others: “measures the amount of emotional closeness in one’s interpersonal 
relationships” (Jankowski and Hooper 228). 
 “I” Position: “assesses the extent to which a person is able to define and express his or 
her own perspective” (Jankowski and Hooper 228). 
 Non-anxious presence: Edwin Friedman’s description of a response to anxiety that is a 
trait of a well-differentiated person. 
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Delimitations 
 With the selection of the DSI-R as the assessment/data collection device, the focus for the 
study is very narrow. I relied on the suggestion made in the Majerus and Sandage article to have 
an “expert rater” select the pool of pastoral leaders to be invited to participate in the study. The 
goal then became to determine if pastors who are deemed to be effective leaders in their contexts 
had high levels of self-differentiation as measured by the DSI-R. The study will be a step in the 
direction of establishing an assessment tool that will accurately determine which pastoral leaders 
are likely to be effective in their congregational context. 
 Only effective pastoral leaders, as determined by their district superintendents, will be 
asked to complete the DSI-R. 
 Seeking n > 25. 
 Geographical context limited to Oklahoma Annual Conference of the United 
Methodist Church. 
 We are leaving out those pastors who are deemed adequately effective or less than 
effective. These subsets will be suggested for study in future projects. 
Review of Relevant Literature 
 This project assumes the premise that truly transformational leadership in the church, 
particularly in the pastorate, requires leaders who are highly self-differentiated. Highly self-
differentiated pastors are assumed to function as effective leaders in the milieu of the church that 
exists inside the turbulent culture rooted in post-modern relative truths. Navigating the culture in 
order to effectively lead a church congregation requires a particularly well-defined pastor in 
terms of his/her emotional wiring. 
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 Murray Bowen’s clinical work established the family systems theory (BFST) framework 
and this framework was advanced and applied by Edwin Friedman’s work in Generation to 
Generation and A Failure of Nerve. Friedman's family system-based theory of a non-anxious 
presence is a practical application in pastoral leadership assessment. A pastoral leader’s capacity 
to project and maintain a non-anxious presence is vital in order for the church to not be 
subsumed by the flotsam and jetsam of societal (de) evolution. Is a pastoral leader capable of 
being the non-anxious presence in the midst of emotional turmoil? Is the pastoral leader able to 
lead in a self-differentiated way that does not react to the congregational anxiety? Friedman 
speaks of an array of responses to anxiety that leadership might exhibit. These works produced 
the impetus for this project. 
 The terminology used to conduct research for this literature review is unique and rather 
narrow. The questions I am posing are currently being discussed in technical literature as topics 
for future study. The keynote piece is Majerus and Sandage’s article in the Journal of Psychology 
and Theology. Majerus and Sandage proposed several areas of differentiated self and spiritual 
maturity comparisons that are ripe for study. One area proposed by Majerus and Sandage fits 
precisely with the purpose and goal of this project. 
 Majerus and Sandage suggested a qualitative study to identify those who are considered 
spiritual exemplars by other leaders to see if their leadership is shaped by differentiation of self 
(DoS) facets (49). Second, Majerus and Sandage suggested a quantitative study to investigate 
whether DoS is predictive of pastoral leadership well-being and/or burn-out (49). Another 
suggestion was to study “similarly, the role of unmentored development versus mentored 
development among ministry or therapy trainees or laypeople could be useful for identifying 
processes of DoS or differential effects based on growth in DoS (49).” 
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 Theological connections under the area of Christology could explore Jesus as the 
exemplar of a perfectly differentiated self and therefore a perfectly self-differentiated leader (49). 
Using Jesus as exemplar of self-differentiation not only appears in Majerus and Sandage’s work, 
but also in the work of Jim Herrington and others. Because the literature has begun to make the 
connection between Jesus and a well differentiated model, this project will explore this 
connection, as a theological premise, by way of comparing scriptural accounts of Jesus’ reaction, 
posture, and presence in the midst of anxiety riddled circumstances. 
 Mike Aufderhar and Ron Flowers reported in Learning to Be Calm in the Storm (2010) 
the results of their qualitative change of clergy who participated in the Clergy Family Systems 
training. The results of three years of training showed that clergy could develop skills to be less 
reactive to anxiety in congregations (their family system), and were able to offer a calming 
presence. Aufderhar and Flowers reference the earlier work of Ron Richardson (2005) and J. 
Herrington (2003) which suggests emotional mature pastors who can manage their own anxiety 
are more effective leaders. These are the components of a differentiated self that typify effective 
leadership. If this project produces the results of a well-defined correlation, then the work of 
improving pastors’ level of differentiation ought to be at the forefront of not only pastoral 
assessment, but as a continuing leadership development protocol. 
 Ryan LaMothe agrees that emotional intelligence (which is part of the DoS make-up) has 
two components. “Interpersonal intelligence is the ability to understand other people, with 
intrapersonal intelligence being one’s ability to form a proper model inwardly that functions in 
the milieu of anxiety, or life” (LaMothe 461). LaMothe concludes, “The pastoral mission of the 
21
st
 century will require a disciplined reflection on pastoral leadership and cultivation of pastoral 
leaders who embody the ongoing work of radical courage, humility, and compassion” (465). 
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While emotional intelligence is not the focus of this project, it may well be a by-product that 
emotional intelligence can be improved as a function of dedicated DoS work. 
 We are awash in leadership manuals, books, and proposals, directed at both secular and 
church concerns. Some of this material is marginally observant and instructive for developing 
leadership skills, while a grander portion still is fit for consumption by bonfire. The expansive 
nature of this self-help literature is a result of several concerns addressed by Friedman. The 
groundswell of anxiety in the secular arena that is primarily rooted in a capitalistic, numbers-
driven, consumerist model of “success” has bled over into the church’s culture. Thomas Frank 
asserts that American Protestantism has almost completely appropriated the commercial, large-
enterprise models and measurement cues for success (Frank). Frank speaks as a Methodist, as I 
am, and indicts the denomination as a branding machine that seeks growth in numbers at the cost 
of true discipleship, present mission statement notwithstanding. Again I see the flailing of arms 
in desperate attempts to stem the attrition of members as a reactionary response to multiple levels 
of anxiety. 
 By adopting the success barometer of “bigger is better,” both in numbers and structures 
or buildings, the church has swallowed the vain medicine of a consumer notion. The same 
anxiety that the secular nation struggles to overcome is replicated in the church and the church 
cannot see its way clear to differentiate itself from the cultural anxiety. Reclamation of the 
church in the maelstrom of cultural anxiety as a non-anxious presence of hope and light will 
come, if the church engages in attracting, developing and training highly differentiated clergy. 
 If effective clergy are more highly differentiated, how do we know them when we see 
them? This project seeks to give the church a barometer by which to gauge this concept in 
clergy. 
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Research Methodology 
Type of Research 
 The analysis of the data will involve scoring the surveys that are returned. The 
Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised has its own scoring system. This scoring system will 
produce an overall mean score for the pool of participants as well as mean scores for each of the 
four sub-categories used in the DSI-R. I used qualitative analysis to draw conclusions from this 
data set in an attempt to answer the research questions set forth. 
Participants 
 I selected fifty-three names of ordained elders in the Oklahoma Annual Conference as a 
result of confidential conversations with and recommendations by District Superintendent 
George Warren. The pool of elders selected consisted of those pastors who were subjectively 
determined and rated by the District Superintendent to be highly effective pastoral leaders.  
Instrumentation 
 I mailed each of the participants a copy of the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised. 
The DSI-R consists of forty-six self-assessment questions using a six point Likert scale. I asked 
each of the participants to complete the inventory and return it. 
Data Collection 
 This project used the Differentiated Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R) in order to collect 
data from clergy within the Oklahoma Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church. The 
pool of clergy participants was fifty-three. I submitted the inventory via US Mail to each 
participant. I enclosed postage pre-paid envelopes, along with the requisite release form so that I 
could receive the complete data set simultaneously. 
 Cinocca 17  
 
 
 
 Of the fifty-three participants, sixteen did not return the survey and three surveys were 
returned incomplete. Thirty-four surveys were completed and scored for use in this study. 
Generalizability 
 The relatively small sample size of this study does not allow for conclusive 
generalizability. However, the use of the DSI-R as a standardized survey tool, if properly 
validated, may have general applicability as an assessment tool for pools of pastors and/or 
individual pastors. The suggested future studies may include validation of DSI-R when used to 
sample a pool of pastoral leaders who are subjectively rated as weak leaders. This particularly 
study is relevant and important as it may present a solid data point along the process toward the 
validation of the DSI-R. This study may lead to the use of the DSI-R as an assessment tool for 
pastoral candidates. 
Project Overview 
 This project consists of four chapters. Chapter 2 is the literature review and will explore 
theological premises for the proposition that Jesus Christ was the example of a perfectly 
differentiated person against which we are to measure ourselves as disciples. Additionally, 
Chapter 2 will offer the literature surrounding Bowen Family Systems, Edwin Friedman’s 
leadership concepts, and the current state of differentiation of self. Chapter 3 will provide the 
detailed template for the design of the study, collection and analysis of data. Chapter 4 will 
present the data collected by the survey. Chapter 5 will present a qualitative analysis of the data 
collected and list findings related to the research questions proposed, study limitations, and 
recommendations for additional work within the realm of differentiation of self and validation of 
the DSI-R. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Overview of the Chapter 
 Henri Nouwen said of pastoral leadership that “The man of prayer is a leader precisely 
because through his articulation of God’s work within himself he can lead others out of 
confusion to clarification” (Nouwen 50). Using Nouwen’s assessment, we can begin to 
determine whether a pastoral candidate knows his or her own confusion clearly enough to lead 
others from confusion to clarity.  Much of pastoral leadership centers on the capacity to awaken 
another’s connection to God through faith in Jesus as Savior. For many people, moving from 
confusion about their purpose and meaning in life, is made easier when their leader is one whose 
capacity to interpret our connection to God is born of personal experience. 
Subjectively, we can observe that certain pastoral leaders seem to be more effective at 
shepherding people through confusion to clarity. Certain pastors have something about their 
capacity, skill, and charisma in combination with other traits that makes them more effective. If a 
way exists to measure one or more of these traits, a denomination or any ecclesial gatekeeper 
(e.g. the Board of Ordained Ministry in the United Methodist Church) would want to be able to 
identify those persons called to ministry who will provide successful, effective or even 
transformative pastoral leadership. In this study, I begin the search for an assessment tool that 
will accurately correlate personal traits and skills in the candidate with the stated goals of the 
church.  
 Pastors serve critical roles in the life of the church and in the life of the congregants. 
Pastors are responsible for a myriad of spiritual concerns including restoration, unity, and 
encouragement (Carter 261). The literature surrounding assessment of pastoral effectiveness 
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began to surface in the 1950s (McKenna and Eckard 303). Only in the last thirty or so years, 
have the literature and the underlying studies begun to look in earnest at how to assess pastoral 
leadership (Rowold 403; Balswick and Wright; Lichtman and Malony). However, “identifying 
variables that contribute to pastoral effectiveness is challenging” (Carter 261). Even through the 
1990s, the literature and associated research remained unable to identify individual styles or 
characteristics that are definitively representative of pastoral leadership effectiveness (McKenna 
and Eckard 303). 
 Current literature assesses pastoral leadership within the rubric of the transformational 
leader as compared to transactional leadership (Rowold 403; Burns). Transactional leaders are 
task oriented, setting discrete goals for followers to accomplish and then monitoring whether or 
not the goals are met (Rowold 404). The transformational leaders are capable of motivating 
followers to achieve beyond expected levels with a more group-oriented than individualistic set 
of goals (Rowold). While the research and literature continue to expand with regard to this 
transformational pastoral leadership paradigm, the criteria for assessment and the ability to use 
the paradigm to predict effectiveness are underdeveloped. 
 Another leadership assessment construct, which is the primary focus of this project, 
centers on the Bowen Family System Theory (BFST) and its development. One of the core tenets 
of BFST is the nature and level of differentiation of self each person develops as part of the 
nuclear family context. The manner and level to which a person (in the context of this project, 
the pastoral leader) is a differentiated self within a family system may be an important predictor 
of the quality of leadership a person might provide. In the last twenty years, the literature has 
expanded to include survey assessment tools designed to predict the differentiation of self (DoS) 
in the person surveyed. The importance of DoS in assessing leadership is indicated in additional 
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parallel studies linking DoS with spiritual connectedness and other matters with intrinsic 
relations to the health of a family system. 
 This chapter is designed to bring the relevant literature on BFST and DoS to bear on 
pastoral leadership effectiveness. Particularly if the church is a family system writ large, to 
which DoS principles may translate and be applicable. Secondly, this chapter explores the 
development of the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R) to its current state in 
order to test its effectiveness in assessing pastoral leadership qualities. 
Description of Literature Surveyed 
 Extensive literature is still expanding around Bowen family systems and the concept of 
differentiation of self (DoS) (Jankowski and Vaughn). Studies of DoS are beginning to establish 
correlations between differentiated persons and their functioning in group/family systems in non-
anxious, healthy ways (Sandage and Harden 819). Recent studies have shown positive 
correlations between higher levels of differentiation and satisfaction with one’s job (Cochran; De 
Carbonel). A positive correlation exists between the level of a organizational supervisor’s level 
of DoS and the commitment of the subordinates in the organization (Sloan). 
An important prefatory correlation for this ministry transformation project is shown 
between spiritual well-being and DoS (Jankowski and Sandage). Majerus and Sandage 
demonstrated this correlation in 2010. Majerus and Sandage accumulated and discussed much of 
the growing body of DoS research, including those studies that support correlations between DoS 
and spiritual maturity and healthy relationships in community 
 Majerus and Sandage suggested potential correlations for future study. One of their 
suggestions was: 
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Finally, DoS might be studied in the lives of spiritual leaders or exemplars. Qualitative 
studies could identify those considered spiritual exemplars by other leaders, 'expert 
raters’, or community members to see if they are characterized by facets of DoS. (49) 
This suggestion is the impetus for this ministry transformation project. The exemplars that I am 
interested in assessing are the “effective” pastoral leaders of our United Methodist Churches in 
the Oklahoma Annual Conference. Using the pool of exemplars as selected by the Cabinet of the 
Conference, this project will be able to test Majerus and Sandage’s projection that perhaps 
effective pastoral leadership is related to and might be capable of being predicted through DoS 
assessment tools. 
 Churches and denominations may not be using reliable assessment tools when vetting 
their candidates for pastoral leadership. This lack of tools may stem from a lack of current 
research that considers what happens in a pastor’s life to shape his or her leadership skills 
(McKenna, Yost, and Boyd 180). The church is interested in pastoral candidates beyond merely 
affirming their call to ministry, as evidenced by standardized psychological assessments, 
interviews, and doctrinal examinations. The question ecclesial gatekeepers should ask frequently 
is, “Are there better assessment tools we could be using?” If better assessment tools exist, then 
consider replacing the existing assessment tools. Gatekeepers should be interested in the most 
effective and efficient tools that measure and help predict the future leadership efficacy of the 
pastoral candidate, even if such assessments have been difficult to accomplish historically 
(McKenna and Eckard 303). 
The following question frames the focus of this ministry transformation project: Are 
persons with traits of a highly differentiated self (DoS) more effective as pastoral leaders? Or 
alternatively, are pastors that are considered successful spiritual leaders "characterized by facets 
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of DoS” (Majerus and Sandage). If a high correlation exists between DoS traits and effective 
pastoral leaders, then DoS assessment in leaders may prove to be an effective tool for assessing 
pastoral make-up when it comes to effective leadership in the congregational context. 
 With the development of my thesis based upon determining whether DoS assessment 
might prove valuable in clergy development, I turned to The Leader’s Journey, as a current 
practical application of DoS for pastoral leaders. Jim Herrington, R. Robert Creech, and Trisha 
Taylor make a case that a person’s differentiation of self is a useful barometer of emotional and 
spiritual maturity (17). Herrington, Creech and Taylor posit that the Bowen family system, which 
undergirds the understanding of the differentiated self, is critical to understanding how a leader 
navigates a congregation (17). Herrington, Creech and Taylor further propose that pastoral 
leaders can learn and develop characteristics of differentiation of self through training (145). 
These changes are possible regardless of the leader’s make up of DoS traits that were defined 
primarily by their nuclear family dynamics (34). Herrington, Creech and Taylor’s work is 
seminal in its approach to the development and cultivation of differentiation of self in pastoral 
leaders.  The trajectory of the book is an approach that takes a leader through the steps of self-
analysis and then lays out a work plan designed to improve differentiated responses to anxious 
systems.  
The focus of this project is to determine whether a discrete and objective assessment tool 
exists which will accurately score a pastoral candidate in their level of differentiation prior to 
entering ministry. If traits associated with proper differentiation of self are critical to pastoral 
leadership as Herrington and others posit, then it would be an important advancement to validate 
an assessment tool predictive of the current state of differentiation of self in pastoral candidates. 
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Paucity of Pastoral Leadership Literature 
“Pastoral leadership is the way the pastor goes about generating intended change in the 
church system” (Parsons and Leas 41). Since the 1960s, certain literature around pastoral 
leadership has been derivative of a secular professional model (Price 430-34). Since that time, 
religious leaders have had to lead more and more from within a secular mindset as the moral 
imperative of the church has been lost as a touchstone in mainstream society (Hauerwas and 
Willimon 15, 41; Price 435-36). The evolution of this reality has been an increasing requirement 
of formalized education leading to expectations from churches that pastoral leaders exhibit 
leadership qualities common in the business realm, or that of entrepreneurial acumen (Price 437; 
Schaller 68-9). Price concludes that the business model assessment of clergy leadership has led 
to the wrong questions being asked about what it takes “to achieve excellence in ministry” (Price 
449). 
The leadership role of pastors in congregations are of utmost importance; however, there 
have been few studies to date that have sought to explore how the pastoral leader’s behaviors 
affect a congregational system (Rowold 403; Carter 262). Part of the reason such studies are few 
in number is the nature of the numerous variables involved which may or may not contribute to 
pastoral effectiveness (Carter 261). A sampling of such variables would be “leadership style, 
personality, ability to preach a good sermon, the knack for increasing membership and revenue, 
and interpersonal skills” (Carter). “However, researchers have not been able to identify one style 
or characteristic that appropriately represents overall pastoral leadership effectiveness” 
(McKenna and Eckard 303; Nauss 59). General assessment studies have taken place within the 
rubric of transactional versus transformational leadership styles (Rowold; Carter; McKenna and 
Eckard). 
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Bowen Family Systems Theory 
 Up until the 1950s and early 1960s, the emotional health or functioning of an individual 
was assessed and treated based upon etiologies originating in the individual under review (Kerr, 
Chronic Anxiety 35). Bowen’s work began with his working assumption that manifestations of 
psychological problems were derivative of systems in which the individuals lived (35-36). 
Bowen tested his theory in therapeutic settings in which schizophrenic patients and their families 
were observed as units (36). As a result of studying the families of the schizophrenic patients, 
Bowen observed that schizophrenic symptoms are exacerbated, or not, based upon the healthy, or 
not, functioning of the family as a holistic unit (35-37). Bowen determined that the functioning 
of one person could not be understood unless you knew and observed the context from which the 
person came and in which they existed (37).  
 BFST is premised on the assumption of two competing emotional forces present in each 
person and each family system (Kerr, Chronic Anxiety  41). These forces are the instinctual drive 
toward individual growth away from the family system and the countervailing force of remaining 
emotionally attached to the family unit (36-37). The tension between these two forces can be 
described as the differentiation of the individual or the differentiation of self (44-46). Bowen 
developed a rudimentary scale of measurement in order to categorize the level of differentiation 
of self for individuals based upon subjective observations. Those persons who achieved no 
emotional separation from their nuclear family received a score of zero, while the person who 
functioned with emotionally healthy autonomy in the group would be scored at one hundred 
(44). While Bowen ascribed defined observations of individuals along this scale of 
differentiation, the application of the measurement remained theoretical (44).  
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The primary reason that Bowen’s assessment scale remained theoretical was the need to 
collect sufficient data to assess the individual and the difficulty in sorting data responses 
associated with both basic level and functional level differentiation (Kerr, Chronic Anxiety 42). 
Basic level differentiation is determined from the baseline functioning present in the nuclear 
family, and functional level differentiation is derivative of a person’s response to chronic anxiety 
in their relationship systems (42). Collection and rating difficulties aside, according to Bowen’s 
scale, a score of 0-25 would place a person in the category of highly reactive to the emotional 
and anxiety inputs of their functional system. The lower end of this range might indicate a person 
diagnosed with schizophrenic behaviors (42). Bowen described those persons in the 25-50 range 
as “highly suggestible, and quick to imitate others to gain acceptance” (43). In the range of 50-
75, Bowen suggests that a person’s differentiation is sufficiently developed to make decisions 
derived from individual motivations. The higher one places in this range, the freer his/her 
decisions come in relation to the anxiety and emotional condition of the primary family system 
(43-44). Bowen posited that there are few people are in the 75-100 range and that the 95-100 
range was likely theoretical only with no person capable of rating that high (44). 
 The centerpiece of BFST’s relationship to differentiation of self is the always-present 
anxiety found in emotional structures of the system (Kerr, Theoretical Base 6-7). BFST 
maintains that each person’s basic level of coping with emotion and anxiety inputs, their level of 
differentiation, is formed from within the nuclear family and this basic level is relatively fixed 
upon exit from the nuclear family (8-10). Each person develops a capacity, or not, to remain 
differentiated from the emotional matrix of the family system and/or their surrounding 
environment (9-10).  
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The anxiety that exists in family systems is either chronic or acute (Kerr, Chronic Anxiety 
47). Acute anxiety is produced by real threats to the person or the system, are generally limited 
in duration, and typically processed by most people (47). Chronic anxiety is generally born of 
imagined future threats with no time limits, and dissipates or increases in the person based on the 
person’s learned capacity to process the anxiety in a healthy, differentiated manner (47). 
Importantly, a single, acute source does not produce chronic anxiety. Chronic anxiety is a 
perceived product of the system operating on the individual (47). Fundamentally important to 
understanding how differentiation may influence leadership capacity is the fact that chronic 
anxiety reduces as a person’s basic level of differentiation increases. 
Edwin Friedman 
Because congregations are simply enlarged family systems, we must consider the 
hardwired nature of our clergy leaders and their abilities to navigate anxious systems 
(Herrington, Creech, and Taylor 33). Herrington points to Edwin Friedman’s statement that “the 
capacity of members of the clergy to contain their own anxiety regarding congregational matters, 
both those related to them, as well as those where they become the identified focus, may be the 
most significant capability in their arsenal” (qtd. in Herrington, Creech, and Taylor 82). Murray 
Bowen’s family systems theoretical construct posits that people with higher differentiation of 
self will be able to maintain their sense of self while being immersed in anxious systems 
(Skowron and Friedlander 235). A convergence in the literature strongly suggests that a well-
differentiated leader is critical to the emotional health of a system, or in the case of this study, a 
congregation. 
 In 1985, Edwin H. Friedman produced his seminal work in Generation to Generation that 
focused on family systems. Working through the concept of “the idea of family” in the first 
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chapter, Friedman establishes linkages between the behaviors of individuals in the family system 
that cannot be explained without a holistic view of the family as a unit and its internal emotions 
and stressors (11). A marriage is a system and Freidman debunks the myth that suggests a 
successful marriage requires finding the right match in a spouse (68). The “right match” in a 
spouse ignores the reality that each spouse was produced in a nuclear family system and brings 
this hardwiring and learned traits into the new system, their own marriage. Understanding how 
the new couple will function in their system of marriage requires a systemic consideration of the 
coping and emotional process management formed in the childhoods of the spouses. Friedman, 
like Bowman, taught that counseling spouses required family systems understanding and analysis 
in order to effectively improve the bonds of marriage (69). Another step outside the marriage 
system needs to be taken in order to truly diagnose a family dynamic. The emotional 
entanglements of two spouses is not limited to their engagement with one another (Butler and 
Harper). The extended family is equally a part the processes and must be assessed. In these ways, 
Friedman’s and Bowen’s postulations coalesce to show that family systems theory is more than 
just a theory, and carries practical implications beyond counseling and clinical treatment 
modalities. 
Church families or congregations are “family systems” writ large. Friedman had observed 
leaders in churches for decades and came to the conclusion “that what most unites spiritual 
leaders is not a set of beliefs or practices but the factors that contribute to our stress” (Generation 
1). Friedman’s premise for his work that pastoral leaders were inextricably linked to and affected 
by the emotional stressors of their congregations, family units in the congregation, and those 
stressors within their own family (Friedman, Generation). By extension, when we examine 
“clergy-congregational partnerships, the same failure to distinguish congregational emotional 
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process from the issues that tend to surface in those kinds of families is a major reason why 
clergy find that, despite brave efforts and best intentions, problems refuse to go away 
permanently” (69). Friedman also believed that a family system may well have the capacity to 
adapt and improve its internal emotional state and that is where he picked up Murray Bowen’s 
postulations related to differentiation (27). Accordingly, emotionally charged and reactive church 
family systems have the capacity to improve their interactions, but first it will require new 
rubrics of assessment for those charged with pastoral leadership of the congregational family 
system. 
 Churches and pastoral leaders must understand the family systems that a congregation 
entails. Worshipping bodies develop emotional relationships that are deeply interconnected and 
can be quite intense as personal issues and nuclear family traits get played out in the context of 
the congregational “family system” (Friedman, Generation 198). Friedman explains that the 
individual family systems that make up the congregational family system develop emotional 
relations that are akin to a new electrical system through which the energy of the new, larger 
system seeks to find a new balance (198). The dilemma and potential problem for the pastoral 
leader is that the family system he or she brings into the life of the church system can become 
skewed or overwhelmed by the emotion of the congregational system. This quickly leads to 
unhealthy results for the pastoral leader and his/her family and this result is largely dependent on 
the health of the pastor’s family system and the pastor’s capacity to remain differentiated in the 
larger, more dynamic church system (Friedman, Generation). 
Differentiation of Self 
Over the last three decades studies have been conducted and theories proposed that have 
begun to try and find an empirical linkage between the realm of spiritual development and 
 Cinocca 29  
 
 
 
psychological health (Majerus and Sandage 41). Various theories regarding how to define 
spiritual maturity and then to design critical assessment tools have been advanced in the last 
twenty years (Gibson). Broad ranges of theories have been proposed, and then studies have 
attempted to empirically link the theory to measurable outcomes. These have included Ellison’s 
Spiritual Well-Being Scale, Hall’s Spiritual Assessment Inventory, and TenElshof and Furrow 
Faith Maturity Index (Ellison; Hall and Edwards; TenElshof and Furrow). While the literature 
has been expanding in the area of spiritual development/maturity and the linkage to the social 
sciences, we still face the challenge of finding a valid assessment tool (Majerus and Sandage 42). 
Majerus and Sandage’s recent work has gathered the current empirical studies that 
attempt to validate differentiation of self as a component of family systems which can adequately 
assess spiritual maturity (42). Differentiation of self has been studied for correlations with: 
1. The spiritual development of the person (Jankowski and Vaughn); 
2. The dynamic relationships that exist within a marriage and nuclear family 
(Balswick and Balswick); 
3. Pastoral leadership (Steinke, Congregational Leadership in Anxious Times; 
Edwin H. Friedman). 
Majerus and Sandage suggest that Bowen’s family system’s theory of differentiated persons 
having the capacity to self-regulate reactions to anxious systems can be taken from theory to 
practical application (Majerus and Sandage 42). While Majerus and Sandage, at least as late as 
2010, are not willing to conclude that differentiation of self is the “best spiritual maturity 
construct,” they clearly believe continued empirical correlation is warranted given the current 
state of the literature (48).  
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Differentiation of self is a relatively new concept that has not been widely discussed or 
taught, and thus it is not readily observable beyond the literature without careful examination. 
For instance, a traditional social science overlay might lead one to conclude that the closer one 
becomes to another person (or group), the healthier the relationship might become (Majerus and 
Sandage 42). However, without a properly differentiated self in each person, the mutual 
interdependence can become a fused relationship when chronic anxiety is introduced (42). The 
maintenance of proper differentiation is also not synonymous with Western individuality which 
is a classic mis-construal of the concept (44-45). 
 The understanding, development, and application of self-differentiation is quite important 
for pastors in that they are entrusted with the “care of souls” (Howe 357). The pastor’s insertion 
of himself or herself into the middle of the anxiety of the parishioner can lead to an adsorption of 
the anxiety in which the pastor becomes fused with the parishioner. The pastor takes on the 
responsibility of soul care that the parishioner alone is accountable for (Howe). In order for 
pastors to avoid fusion with parishioners, they must be reasonably self-differentiated in order to 
be “capable of genuine concern for others without expecting something in return” (Nichols; 
Majerus and Sandage). Majerus and Sandage conclude that Friedman’s non-anxious presence is 
required in order for a pastor to achieve this level of functioning differentiation of self (43). 
 Majerus and Sandage conclude that a differentiated self is a valid social science construct 
which carries linkages to spiritual maturity and in turn with pastoral leadership (44, 48). 
However, more study is required for further validation of DoS in these areas:  
1. “First, empirical and theological scholars might explore DoS in relation to moral 
development and virtue. Thus, empirically, DoS could be investigated in relation to 
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various positive psychological virtues, such as forgiveness, gratitude, and self-
control.”  
2. Theoretically, lack of differentiation results in low intimacy and therefore, one might 
explore DoS in terms of “becoming one in marriage.” 
3. Investigate relationships between intercultural differences and how these differences 
affect DoS growth; or 
4. As in this project, “qualitative studies could identify those considered spiritual 
exemplars by other leaders, ‘expert raters,’ or community members to see if they are 
characterized by facets of DoS” (48-49).  
This last area of suggested study was the impetus for this project. 
Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised 
As the Bowen family systems theory was coming into the literature in the mid to late 
1970s, differentiation of self was one of the cornerstones of the theory (Skowron and Friedlander 
235). “Differentiation of self is the capacity to maintain autonomous thinking and achieve a 
clear, coherent sense of self in the context of emotional relationships with important others” 
(237). The Bowen family systems theory introduces several concepts, however, differentiation of 
self is the “most critical to mature development and the attainment of psychological health” 
(235). Elizabeth Skowron and her dissertation director, Myrna Friedlander, were doing research 
and work in the field of BFST related to clinical psychology when, in 1998, they recognized a 
significant gap in the literature (235).  
Despite the vast attention Bowen theory has received from clinicians and theorists alike, 
there have been, to date, few programmatic attempts to test its validity with respect to 
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personality functioning or quality of interpersonal relations or to changes as a result of 
psychotherapy (235). 
Skowron and Friedlander embarked on the development and validation of a self-reporting survey 
assessment known at the Differentiation of Self Inventory, at that time, a forty-three question 
Likert scale survey (236).  
Skowron and Friedlander recognized a paucity of measurement tools for differentiation 
of self, and that those in existence were operationally deficient and lacking clinical significance 
(236). They planned three studies in succession in order to construct and begin to validate the 
Differentiation of Self Inventory. Their stated goal was to “construct a reliable, valid self-report 
measure of differentiation of self for adults” (241). A series of questions in the forty-three 
question survey were developed to measure and score four subscales important to understanding 
a person’s level of differentiation. The subscales were taken directly from Bowen’s work and 
include Emotional Reactivity, I Position, Emotional Cutoff, and Fusion with Others (237-8). At 
the conclusion of their work, Skowron and Friedlander concluded that the DSI was a valid 
construct with which to operationally assess personal levels of differentiation of self in clinical 
settings. They suggested additional avenues of research and interestingly, they believe that 
differentiation of self might be moderately adjustable upward through psychotherapy (244). 
The Emotional Reactivity (ER) subscale included eleven questions designed to measure a 
person’s automatic response to environmental emotional stimuli. The eleven-question I Position 
(IP) subscale measured a person’s capacity to maintain his or her own values in the midst of a 
system of chronic anxiety or emotional pressure. The Emotional Cutoff (EC) subscale measured 
a person’s resistance to becoming enmeshed in emotional turmoil of others. This was a thirteen- 
question subscale. Finally, the nine-question Fusion with Others (FO) subscale measured how a 
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person might, or might not become emotionally fused with significant others in their system. 
Each of these subscales achieved high levels of correlation and validation in the literature, except 
for the FO subscale. In 2003, Elizabeth Skowron, along with Thomas Schmidt, introduced into 
the literature a revised set of FO subscale questions. This revision work produced what we now 
have, the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R), a forty-six question Likert scored 
survey (Skowron and Schmitt). This revision has also been critical to the expansion of research 
into the validation of DSI-R (Jankowski and Hooper 227).  
 The growth in research in the area of DoS from 2003 to the present is primarily 
attributable to the development, validation and application work surrounding the DSI-R 
(Jankowski and Hooper 227). This work needs to continue because it is typically understood that 
the DSI-R is a dynamic construct that at best will achieve validation as a generalized assessment 
tool (240). Jankowski and Hooper’s work indicates the literature continues to advance around the 
validation of the DSI-R as cultural generalizability and correlations with well-being are 
generating consistent positive results with only limited failures (227-228, 240). Of particular 
interest to this project are correlations shown between DSI-R and forgiveness and dwelling with 
deity (Jankowski and Vaughn; Jankowski and Hooper; Sandage and Shults). 
 Studies have linked DoS levels to depression of individuals and increased levels of 
perceived symptoms related to medical conditions due to lower DoS (Hooper and DePuy). Of 
particular interest for this project, a positive correlation exists between higher level of DoS and 
lower interpersonal distress for individuals in stressed systems (Skowron, Stanley, and Shapiro). 
While the positive correlations continue to build validation around the DSI-R as a construct to 
measure DoS, this research, as in any construct research, is a continuing process that seeks to 
refine the construct (Hoyt, Warbasse, and Chu). This project stands in line with the work 
 Cinocca 34  
 
 
 
completed to date and seeks to advance the validation of DSI-R for a particular purpose, as a 
pastoral effectiveness assessment tool. 
Church as a Family System 
 The literature surrounding family systems agrees that church congregations are merely 
larger family systems. As the leader of this family writ large, pastors must be well-differentiated. 
Without self differentiation the pastor might become a member of every emotional family 
triangle in the church (Steinke, How Your Church Family Works 54). Ed Friedman, Peter Steinke 
and others believe that anxiety and emotions in church family systems are exacerbated because 
of the sense that church families are unwilling to sanction or confront those who hold the system 
hostage with unrelieved anxiety (64). They also suggest that the leaders, particularly pastors, are 
uniquely positioned to stabilize and effect emotional change by being the non-anxious, well-
differentiated presence in the church family system (88). 
 Dietrich Bonhoeffer suggests in Life Together that the body of Christ, the congregation of 
the church, contains an element of sickness in it due to an infection of an unknown source (89). 
While the source would seem to be the broken nature of our humanness, there is no accounting 
for how virulent the body can become given time and a gathering of more than a few people. 
Peter Steinke makes the scriptural case in Healthy Congregations that there is a spiritual toxin in 
the midst of a congregation. The toxin is in the form of anxiety manifested by secrets, 
accusations, lies, triangulation and other system disabling processes (60-61). 
 Congregational systems are indeed a morass of emotional stress and anxiety. Steinke 
posits that congregational systems can right themselves, remove the toxin of anxiety and take 
proper ownership of their emotional system (Congregational Leadership in Anxious Times 100-
102). Steinke asserts the quality and level of self-differentiation is the key for a congregational 
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system to correct course (102). Most importantly though, “In an emotional system, the leader’s 
self-differentiating capacities greatly influence the entire organization” (102). As goes the 
pastoral leader of the congregation in terms of maintaining a high level of differentiation, so goes 
the health of the emotional system in the church family. 
Pastor as Differentiated Leader 
 Many pastors are familiar with Edwin Friedman’s “non-anxious presence” as a maxim 
(Friedman, Generation 27). Friedman talks about the capacity to maintain a balance between self 
and the togetherness that exists in a family system or relationship (Friedman, Treadwell, and 
Beal 25). Friedman’s maxim can be explained in terms of Bowen’s differentiation of self. One 
explanation for DoS is the capacity for “genuine concern for others without expecting something 
in return” (Nichols and Schwartz 495; Majerus and Sandage 42). Perhaps the most effective 
pastoral leaders  have the capacity to maintain a healthy togetherness and resist emotional fusion 
with church members. This is the Fusion with Others sub-category of the DSI-R. 
 Each of the other subcategories explains other facets of a well-differentiated self or in 
Friedman’s parlance, a non-anxious presence. Emotional cutoff (EC) exists at the opposite side 
of the spectrum from Fusion with Others (FO). In practice, EC would be the pastoral leader who 
cannot make an emotional connection with others or cannot sustain such a connection for any 
meaningful period (Balswick and Balswick 63; Majerus and Sandage 42). Pastoral leaders who 
encounter the deepest spiritual and emotional sides of congregants need to maintain a healthy 
balance between being fused and cut off. The DSI-R seeks to measure this capacity and predict a 
pastor’s capacity to exist in the emotional charge system of a church family. 
 The “I” Position (IP) has an important function in the life of a well-differentiated pastor. 
“I” Position is the capacity to define one’s own understanding, belief or actions with the 
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emotional stimulus of requiring others to move in the same direction (Kerr and Bowen 108; 
Majerus and Sandage 42). In practice, a well differentiated pastor in the sub-category of the IP 
would be able to engage the anxiety of the congregational system with a knee-jerk reaction. This 
type of pastor would be able to reflect on the situation and resist pressures to make a poor choice 
(Nichols and Schwartz 117). 
 In a sense then, if a pastor resides at either extreme of the FO or EC scales, his/her 
reaction to anxiety or emotion in the system will not be autonomous from the system itself (Kerr 
and Bowen 69). These reactions at the extremes are measured by and explained as Emotional 
Reactivity (ER), the fourth DSI-R subscale. A pastor’s capacity to remain the nonanxious 
presence in the midst of congregational anxiety is measured by the ER subcategory of the DSI-R. 
Pastoral leaders who are not well differentiated will succumb to the anxiety of their 
congregational system. In turn, their leadership potential is subverted and they may even add 
more anxiety to the already burdened system because of their low DoS. In the latter case, no one 
is served well. The clergy leader continues to shepherd the congregation in an unrecognized, 
unhealthy manner and the congregation continues with learned and engrained anxieties 
exacerbated by an anxious leader.  
As ecclesial leaders who seek to exhibit the characteristics of Jesus, we must strive to 
improve our leadership skills in order to be more like Him. Specific to this transformation 
project, we can and should assess clergy candidates to determine whether they exhibit qualities 
of a highly differentiated person that informs and allows for exemplary, Christ centered, 
leadership skills. Based on Herrington’s work and additional readings, I conclude that we can 
make a case for Jesus having been the perfected model of a differentiated self. As part of our 
clerical calling and leadership of Christ’s church, we must determine, as best we can, whether 
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leaders are differentiated, and we should provide tools for the continued development of traits in 
our leaders that are indicative of a well-differentiated self. Finding and assessing effective 
leaders is critical given the church’s need for quality leaders (Thoman 282-283). 
Jim Herrington’s work begins to lay the theological groundwork for connections between 
differentiation of self and the model of Jesus (Herrington, Creech, and Taylor 18). Succinctly, he 
asks whether Jesus’ way of being in the world was the perfect model of a differentiated self. 
Herrington then proffers this premise that Jesus exemplifies the differentiated self. Herrington 
discusses certain scriptural accounts of Jesus’ interactions with the family systems of his context 
(18-24). I propose we go a step further by asking whether there is a theological analysis that 
might show Christological/incarnational connections between Jesus’ leadership qualities and a 
differentiated self. This connection seems plausible as Jesus was in the maelstrom of anxious 
systems and yet his reactions and responses to the anxiety of others remain consistent with 
orthodox Christological traits. In other words, did the fully divine and fully human natures of 
Jesus make him the complete and perfectly differentiated leader? If spiritual development and 
maturity in the Christian sense are run to the logical conclusion, then we might say that the full 
image of Christ is in that person. Herrington’s work provides a methodology/training to develop 
leadership habits and understandings of anxious systems in pastors to make them more Christ-
like. 
Biblical and Theological Foundations 
Christological and Incarnational Considerations 
If Christological/incarnational correlations can be made establishing Jesus as the 
perfectly differentiated leader, then it is a sensible and logical step to look for, assess for, and 
develop these same traits in our pastoral leaders. In Colossians 1:27, “To them God chose to 
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make known how great among the Gentiles are the riches of the glory of this mystery, which is 
Christ in you, the hope of glory” (New Revised Standard Version Wesley Study Bible). With our 
dying to self, with Christ in us, and our call to the pursuit of perfection as United Methodist 
clergy, we are capable of attaining the perfected differentiation of self exemplified in and lived 
by Jesus.  
Jesus represents the perfectly differentiated leader because he is fully human and fully 
God in one person as set forth in the creedal work accomplished at Chalcedon. By fiat, we may 
want to lean on Christological and incarnational traditions to make the case that differentiation of 
Jesus’s self was divinely appointed, somehow mysteriously worked out by God and to be 
accepted as a logical extension of same. Friedman admits that measuring differentiation in 
humans is difficult precisely because social science theory and tools of measurement developed 
therefrom are not always accurate when dealing with the vagaries of humans and their family 
systems (Friedman, Generation 184). Murray Bowen, as quoted by Friedman, stated that 
development of differentiation in the self “is a lifetime project with no one ever getting more 
than seventy percent there” (qtd. in Generation 183). In this project, we want to consider whether 
Christology and incarnational tenets of the church provide the explanation for how Jesus filled 
the 30 percent gap in order to be a perfectly differentiated leader.  
Making the theological correlation between Jesus as a perfectly differentiated self and the 
known Scriptural accounts of Jesus’ life is a logical predicate for this project (Kelly). This paper 
will use traits listed by Bowen, Friedman and Herrington, which they claim should be observable 
in properly differentiated persons. Comparing these traits with known stories in scripture of Jesus 
responding to the family and cultural systems of his context will be the analysis. Jesus’ familial 
and cultural contexts generated emotional anxiety consistent with the systems analysis of 
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Bowen’s theory. Integrating the analysis of the Scriptural accounts with historical 
Christological/incarnational traditions and interpretations will lend support to the propositions 
herein. The intersection of the Christological positions created at the Council of Chalcedon with 
analysis of Jesus as a differentiated leader, will show how Jesus was capable of filling the 30 
percent void that Bowen contends we cannot fill for ourselves.  
Incarnational theology presumes the truth that Jesus assumed fully human flesh in order 
to enter into the fallen nature of human existence (Pannenberg, ch. 2). The work of Irenaeus in 
the second century and Athanasius in the fourth century against various heresies presumed that 
our fallen nature leaves us short of being fully capable of or realizing perfect obedience 
(Pannenberg, ch. 2). As Irenaeus put it, “The Son of God has become what we are in order that 
we might receive a share in his perfection” (qtd. in Pannenberg, ch. 2). Full obedience in this life 
to God, to live in perfected Holy union with the Creator, is our high calling but which we are 
incapable of attaining under our own willpower. Jesus assumed the fullness of this broken, 
creaturely position we find ourselves living day to day. The incarnational gift of intercessional 
atoning is fully realized in the real struggle for perfect obedience that Jesus endured and 
overcame (Torrance and Walker 64). God’s will to co-exist in temporality and bodily form 
provided the necessary modus operandi for reconciliation of the estranged world to himself (65).  
An understanding of the full implications of the incarnational connection made between 
the fallen nature and the divine nature is important here. If we are to make the argument that 
differentiation of self is a valid family system construct, inextricably linked to and formed by our 
human condition, we must be able to say that Jesus too developed and assumed the condition of a 
differentiated self. Via incarnation, Jesus remained properly differentiated in the context of his 
family, society, and culture in order to be the exemplar of the differentiated self that we are to 
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pursue as the perfection of our nature. Our dying to self so that we can be filled with Christ ought 
to produce a differentiated self that is anxiety-resistant and capable of processing systemic, group 
anxiety.  
The various Councils convened in the first five centuries of the life of the church adopted 
doctrines of faith in the form of creeds designed to strain out heresies. The Fourth Ecumenical 
Council at Chalcedon in 451 continued this doctrinal sifting with regard to the nature of Jesus by 
establishing that:  
1. There was no mixing of the human and divine natures in Jesus. The two 
remained unconfused. 
2. The two natures remained unchanged in Jesus. The human did not transmute 
into the divine and vise-versa.  
3. The two natures were not capable of being split from one another, divided. 
4. The two natures were eternal together or perpetually inseparable. (Oden 186) 
Within these core claims regarding the nature of Jesus, we can make a case that a perfectly 
differentiated self was resident in the fullness of Jesus’ nature. 
The heresy that was sought to be quieted with the claim that there was no mixing of the 
two natures was that of the Eutychians (Oden 186). The Christological positions of Eutyches 
were not entirely clear and most scholars would say that his confused thinking sought to conflate 
the two natures in one (Erickson 64). The Eutychian position allowed the human nature to be 
subsumed by the divine. This premise would preclude the development of the human 
characteristics of Jesus within his culture, context and familial dynamics. To assert that a 
perfectly differentiated self in Jesus’ human nature existed if the human nature had been 
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confused with the divine is difficult. The Chalcedonian conclusion that there was no mixing of 
the two natures helps the claim of Jesus having been a perfectly differentiated self.  
The second conclusion adopted by the Chalcedonian council adds strength to the first. 
The two natures are deemed to remain unmixed and therefore they are separate in such a way 
that they are uniquely distinct. As distinct natures, the divine and human constituencies retain the 
characteristics intrinsic to each. This Christological consideration is important to this project. 
When we survey scriptural accounts of Jesus’ interactions with people and systems, we must be 
able to overlay a fully human set of characteristics. The characteristics of being human cannot be 
“corrupted” with or by the divine nature. Allowing a mixture to occur leaves open myriad 
possible refutations that Jesus’ human nature was in fact perfectly differentiated as to his 
selfhood because of the divine nature controlling Jesus’ human outcomes. 
Contentions three and four of the Chalcedonian formulation understand that the two 
natures cannot be separated or divided from one another and that they are eternally so. While 
these contentions may not directly correlate with a differentiated self being exemplified in Jesus, 
these contentions speak to the imago dei or the being filled with the Spirit and/or having the true 
Christ living fully in you upon justification. Another way of stating this proposition is that 
contentions three and four give an answer as to how to complete the 30 percent that Bowen 
suggests we cannot achieve in seeking perfect differentiation of self. “In other words, 
justification means not simply the non-imputation of our sins through the pardon of Christ, but 
positive sharing in his human righteousness” (Torrance 81).  
A subsidiary but equally important consideration associated with the two natures, is the 
understanding of the two wills. Distinct natures presuppose distinct wills, those of human will 
and divine will, both operating in the life of Jesus. Certainly the human will is most important to 
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this project, as the human will is integral in the development and subsequent learned change that 
accompanies differentiation of self. As prelude for the various council determinations of Jesus’ 
true nature, consideration was given to the interaction of the two wills presumed to be 
operational in Jesus.  
Orthodoxy positions Jesus’ human will in complete obedience to the divine will, but still 
free to choose (Oden 189). John of Damascus posited that, based on the observed example of 
Jesus’ prayer at Gethsemane, Jesus’ human will was free volitionally, but was led to a decision 
by the prevenient will of God (Oden 189). The premise of Jesus’ independent free will becomes 
important in the context of atonement. Jesus struggled in his prayer to the Father in regard to his 
suffering and the giving up of his life on the cross. Jesus’ human ability to make this choice 
allows for the mediation between humankind and God. Jesus exercises, in full, his human nature 
to interpose divine relief for our fallen nature. Jesus’ capacity and ability to will his suffering 
exhibits his ability to respond to the crushing anxiety created by his claiming the mantle of 
Messiah. This is but one example of Jesus responding as a perfectly differentiated self.  
Scriptural Connections 
In order to make a Christological connection, we need to connect qualities of 
differentiation of self with Scriptural accounts of Jesus living and interacting in his context. The 
qualities of differentiation used herein are a combination of the listed traits in Friedman’s A 
Failure of Nerve and Herrington’s The Leader’s Journey. The first list is a combination of traits 
that are the same or similar on each of Friedman and Herrington’s lists. I have restated them in 
combination. The second list consists of traits that do not overlap as observed by Friedman and 
Herrington. 
 Same or similar traits found in both lists include: 
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1. The ability or capacity to maintain your own course in the midst of intense 
and/or turbulent emotional living systems; 
2. The ability or capacity to maintain a nonanxious presence in the midst of 
anxious persons or systems; and 
3. The ability or capacity to be responsible for your own emotional well- 
being rather than blaming others or expecting others to deal with your 
emotions. (Friedman, Treadwell, and Beal 183) (Herrington, Creech, and 
Taylor 18) 
Traits unique to Friedman’s list are as follows: 
1. The ability or capacity to say “I” when others are demanding “we;” 
2. The ability or capacity to contain your reaction to the reaction of others 
and resist polarization; 
3. Knowing where you end and others begin; and 
4. Being clear about personal values and goals. (Friedman, Treadwell, and 
Beal 183) 
Traits unique to Herrington’s list are as follows: 
1. The ability or capacity to allow the life and teaching of Jesus to determine 
your choices and direction in life instead of the emotional system of 
others; and 
2. “The ability and capacity to know the difference between thinking and 
feeling.” (Herrington, Creech, and Taylor 18) 
If Jesus is a fully, perfectly differentiated self, then we should expect that these traits are 
discernible in his life. Further, these traits should be consonant with the underpinnings of 
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orthodox Christology. With the Christological template set up above, we must now identify and 
analyze traits of differentiated self in Jesus via the scripture accounts. Herrington’s book began 
this work of making connections. I will use some of the passages Herrington selected upon 
which to build my case, and will try to develop additional scriptural accounts to add support. 
The Familial Connection 
A.   Jesus’ Birth 
 The Bowen family systems theory and its applications assume that the nuclear family 
operates as an emotional system. The relationships between the individuals in the family system, 
healthy and functioning, or not, become predictors of how the individual will engage systems 
outside the familial system (Gilbert 5-6). “The most powerful source of emotional gravity” 
emanates from our learned reactions to anxiety produced in the nuclear family (Herrington, 
Creech, and Taylor 19). As such, we need to begin with Jesus’ nuclear family to see what 
connections can be made with differentiated traits. 
 In the narratives leading up to Jesus’s birth, we can see how Mary and Joseph as the 
nuclear family responded to the anxiety that was present. Joseph responds to the news that Mary 
is pregnant in a manner that channels cultural anxiety in a nonanxious way. We understand that 
in the cultural norms of antiquity that Mary’s pregnancy was verboten. The familial shame 
generated by cultural norms would have driven most prospective husbands to publicly expose 
Mary (Culpepper 51-53). Public exposure of Mary’s pregnancy would certainly have produced 
judgment with regard to her character, likely ending in her demise. The cultural norms were 
driven by system anxieties produced by adherence to established traditions and ethical codes. 
Breaches of these traditions and ethical codes exposed the anxiety with systemic repercussions. 
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 We see three reactions from Joseph in the accounts of the Gospel of Matthew, which 
indicate that Joseph responds from a highly differentiated position. First, we see that in Matthew 
1:19 Joseph continued the engagement and did in fact marry Mary. Second, Joseph, in what 
arguably is a considered, non-anxious response, decides to quietly dismiss Mary from the 
commitment to marriage, to not publicly announce the shame that she visited on the family and 
by doing so to spare her the repercussions of punishment that the anxious cultural system would 
have imposed (Boring 134-38). Third, we see Joseph’s reaction to the angelic instruction in 
verses 23-25 of Chapter 1 to keep Mary as his wife and by fiat the child as his first-born son. 
Joseph’s choice in response to this revelation is paramount, conclusive proof of his capacity to 
respond in a non-anxious manner in the face of what is surely a maelstrom of familial pressure to 
deal with Mary in the traditional customs. 
 We find similar non-anxious responses and choices by Mary in the text of Luke’s Gospel. 
Mary’s tension with traditional customs appears to begin as least several months before Joseph’s 
responses and choices. The angel reveals to Mary prior to the pregnancy what is about to happen 
and before Joseph would have been aware of the circumstances to follow. In Luke 1:34, we see 
what may be an indication of Mary’s anxiety. With the revelation of the pregnancy to come, 
Mary asks, “How can this be?” What is interesting is that we see Mary respond in a highly 
differentiated manner that is either present in her emotional make-up or very quickly learned 
over the short course of a couple of months. The highlight of Mary’s differentiated response is 
revealed in the Magnifcat, Luke 2:46-55. In these verses, Mary’s anxiety is channeled as a 
positive response to her cultural role of divine change agent. She is resolute in her self-giving to 
the Lord in all that is being asked of her in the midst of an exceedingly deep-seated cultural 
anxiety that sought to expose her and consign her to a shameful status. 
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 We can read the texts regarding Mary and Joseph’s individual and joint spousal responses 
as strong evidence of their capacity and abilities to maintain exceedingly well- differentiated 
personal and familial orientations. This point is well taken because from within our modern 
cultural rubric, we underestimate the pressure that the societal shame system in antiquity would 
have exerted on their family. The result for the child Jesus would have been a high functioning 
nuclear differentiated family system in which to be nurtured. This familial overlay would have 
been the emotional construct for Jesus’ formative years, those years for which we are at a loss to 
know much about from a textual point of view. 
B.   Jesus’ Temple Engagement 
 The account of Jesus, at the age of twelve, at the temple in Jerusalem during the festival 
of Passover is an example of a high functioning, differentiated family system. We are years 
removed from Mary and Joseph’s handling of the birth announcement anxieties and the stresses 
of having to move in order to fulfill their obligation of keeping Jesus safe from Herod. We can 
assume, I think with confidence, that Jesus’ nuclear family continued to function in a well-
differentiated manner from his birth through his thirteenth year.  
 In Luke 2:41-52, we have the account of Jesus maintaining a sustained conversation with 
teachers in the temple. Jesus engages the teachers with a depth of understanding that surpasses 
what they would have expected from a twelve-year-old Jewish child. This is all well and good, 
but Jesus’ engagement with his parents in verses 48 and following shows us how the triangle of 
Joseph, Mary and Jesus is a positive emotional familial system. Joseph and Mary’s parental 
authority is exhibited in their give and take with Jesus about why he chose to stay behind and 
create anxiety for them as parents. Verse 48 indicates that Mary and Joseph were anxious about 
Jesus being absent when they had returned home. This would seem to be normal parental 
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anxiety. We can see however that the entire family is operating in a differentiated fashion when 
Jesus responds that he was supposed be in the temple; his parents express an inability to grasp 
why and the pericope concludes with Jesus returning to his place in the familial system with 
graceful obedience. Each individual in the family responds with measured and appropriate 
emotions so that neither creates an unhealthy triangle nor introduces additional anxiety into the 
system. 
C.   Wedding at Cana 
 While we have few accounts of Jesus’ formative years in the nuclear family, the accounts 
we do have indicate a family system that is functioning in a differentiated fashion. We can 
continue the family system analysis with an account later in Jesus’ life. In John Chapter 2, we 
see Jesus in attendance at a wedding with his mother. As would have been the custom, wine was 
reserved for the wedding and made part of the celebration. Certainly the story is focused on the 
miraculous conversion of the water into wine (O’Day 538-39), but for purposes of this project, 
we need to consider the engagement between Jesus and his mother. While an address of 
“woman” was a normal mode in Jesus’ day, commentators suggest that this address from Jesus to 
his mother might have indicated some separation or distancing (O’Day 536). Jesus’ response 
here may well portend something other than a differentiated self on the surface. However, I think 
the opposite is true. 
 This response by Jesus illustrates perfectly the traits listed above as unique to Friedman. 
The fact that the wine was exhausted early was creating additional anxiety in the system as 
experience by the wedding party. Jesus’ mother expresses this anxiety in the form of a more than 
obvious statement to Jesus, “They have no wine.” In response this statement, which is laced with 
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an expectation that Jesus take action to alleviate the concern, Jesus exhibits each of the following 
traits of a differentiated self. 
 Jesus’ pushback with the rhetorical question of “Woman, what concern is that to you and 
me?” is an example of maintaining his individual presence in the face of group anxiety. Jesus 
does ultimately solve the problem, but he establishes a clear line of differentiation that maintains 
the integrity of this mission and purpose. He knows where he ends and where his mother begins 
in terms of the relationship in the context of the wedding party. He also resists the temptation of 
his mother’s observation to be placed in the middle of the anxious gathering. His reaction to the 
anxiety is at once a clear statement of his goals.  
We can also see that his handling of the situation is neither polarizing nor creating a 
triangle between his mother, himself and those gathered in the wedding party. We can conclude 
that this is true by his mother’s response, “Do whatever he tells you.” His mother understands 
Jesus’ response and defers to him by not adding anxiety into her relationship with her son nor 
does she introduce additional anxiety into the wedding party. Her acquiescence exhibits her 
healthy differentiation from her son and her ability or capacity to defer when appropriate. 
Overall, the exchange at the wedding of Cana is an excellent example of the differentiated 
familial construct for Jesus. 
The Friend Connection 
 Obvious sets of connections worth examining if we are to suggest that Jesus operated in a 
differentiated manner, are the connections with disciples over the course of their ministry. I 
believe that the disciples were a crucible of anxious characters. The intensity and ongoing 
uncertainty with exactly what they are trying to accomplish by following Jesus would have 
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produced not only significant individual anxiety, but triangles of tension and system dynamics 
primed for differentiation analysis. 
A.   Confrontational Peter 
 Pre-crucifixion Peter is the epitome of vacillation and intemperate challenges to the 
emotional system created with the gathering of the disciples. As Jesus begins to pre-figure the 
course of his suffering, the disciples understandably begin to manifest intense anxiety born of 
fear, uncertainty, and a desire to protect Jesus. Matthew 16:21-23 encapsulates an expression of 
anxiety likely felt by all the disciples but given voice by Peter. The language in this passage is 
quite strong in the exchange between Peter and Jesus. However, again, the potency of the 
exchange lends credibility to the argument that Jesus maintained a strong and differentiated self 
in the midst of the swelling anxiety of the disciples. 
 Peter calls on the Lord to “forbid” any suffering to come upon Jesus. Jesus’ response to 
Peter is measured to meet the challenge of this teaching. Jesus exposes the anxiety expressed by 
Peter as a temptation from the evil at work in their midst—an evil that would have Jesus 
succumb to his fully divine nature and call upon the divine power resident in his being to rescue 
him from the suffering predicted to come upon him. I do not want to assess whether Peter is 
differentiated as to his self or not, but one might presume his challenge to Jesus is an anxious 
response that speaks to Peter’s lower differentiation of self. Jesus presents a properly 
differentiated self in his response. Peter introduces overwrought emotional statements born of 
anxiety and Jesus counters from within his capacity to maintain focus on his mission and goals. 
Jesus’s reaction is somewhat escalated, but meets the tension of Peter in a way that reduces 
anxiety. Jesus, as leader, has charted a course for the ministry of those following him and he is 
sticking to it with tenacity. 
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B.   Disciples as an Anxious Group 
 Peter leads the way again in Matthew 26:31-35, giving voice to the disciples’ collective 
anxiety when Jesus predicts that they will all desert him this night, and Peter denies that he will 
be counted among the deserters. Interestingly, we see the disciples react in unison, with group-
driven anxiety, when we read “And so said all the disciples” in verse 35. One wonders if Jesus is 
left shaking his head as the disciples continue to predict their allegiance through the night even 
though Jesus clearly says they will fall away. This engagement between Jesus and the disciples, 
for this reader, is a clear example of Jesus knowing where he ends and where the disciples cannot 
go with regard to their ability to understand the gravity of the events about to transpire. The 
boundaries set up by Jesus around his purpose, his stated goal, and method for getting there are 
never in question despite the anxious waffling and genuflecting of the disciples. 
 The disciples’ anxiety with regard to the charge that they would deny Jesus in the end is 
different in quality and source than the anxiety that we see generated in John 13. Jesus exhorts 
the disciples to a positive action or choice by allowing him to wash their feet. In Matthew 26, 
Jesus challenges their loyalty, and in John 13 he challenges their understanding, yet in both 
cases, anxiety surfaces. In Matthew, the anxiety is part of a personal affront and in the John the 
anxiety comes from lack of understanding of Jesus’ true mission with them. 
  Even in the face of varying qualities and intensities of anxiety, Jesus exhibited abilities 
and capacities commensurate with a highly differentiated self. Each encounter represents an 
opportunity for the disciples and Jesus to take polarized positions, which continue to feed 
emotional anxiety into the family system, of which the disciples are a prime example. Jesus 
consistently centers his mission goals on his suffering and not that of the disciples. The disciples 
are only tentatively willing to enter the final suffering phase of Jesus’ mission, as we know from 
 Cinocca 51  
 
 
 
their final denial and fleeing. Jesus consistently has the ability and capacity to react to the 
disciples’ anxiety with clarity and emotional characteristics that either calm the anxiety for the 
moment, or at least do not seemingly exacerbate the emotional system.  
The Enemies 
 Herrington points to encounters of Jesus with those people and powers, which are 
referred to as “Enemies.” This final category needs to be examined now that we have considered 
Jesus’s two familial connections, nuclear and disciples. Enemies in this discussion needs to carry 
a broader meaning than what we might associate with the term. Enemies are those persons who 
genuinely set out in their individual and/or group capacities to thwart the mission of Jesus, either 
through renunciation, teaching, and threat of force or police power of the State. Additionally, 
“enemies” carries the broader interpretation of context, social pressure, and divine struggle 
between powers and principalities which we cannot readily observe but which are operating 
nonetheless. 
 Early in the accounts of Matthew and Mark is the recitation of Jesus’ retreat into the 
wilderness for forty days and nights. During this retreat, there is no engagement with disciples, 
family, or society associated with this experience in Jesus’ life. As reported, these accounts set 
the template for a cosmic struggle that will wage in Jesus’ inner being throughout the entirety of 
his ministry. The temptation theme plays out again and again for Jesus. In each instance, we see 
Jesus consistently express and exhibit a capacity to react with resolute resistance to either 
entering the emotional temptation of evil powers or to allowing the emotional construct of the 
struggle against evil to thwart his internal emotional centering. One may surely say it is easy to 
conclude that Jesus’ reactions to the forty days of temptation were perfectly aligned with a 
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differentiated self. Except that it is the Christological makeup of Jesus, his full divinity and full 
humanity, that makes this conclusion singularly powerful in the incarnation of God in Jesus. 
 Mark 3:1-6 provides us a perfect example of Jesus encountering social and contextual 
emotional anxieties, in the form of individuals, groups, and systems. Jesus finds himself in the 
synagogue on the Sabbath with a man in need of healing. The Pharisees are present as well and 
represent the tradition of the Jews. Jesus is at the crossroad of tradition and law that in terms of 
social, human systems is co-equal in emotional anxiety as the divine anxiety Jesus experienced 
during the forty days of solitary retreat. The anxiety in the synagogue on this Sabbath seeks to 
draw Jesus into its vortex. The anxiety seeks to generate enough pressure that Jesus will choose a 
different course of action in order to avoid increasing the anxiety brought to bear by the 
Pharisees. 
 Because Jesus is fully human, we must understand that he not only knows this emotional 
anxiety in the synagogue is present and at work on his own internal emotional system, but that 
his humanness must choose a course. Jesus must choose between courses of action. If Jesus 
chooses to act another day, he absorbs the anxiety of the group. If Jesus choses to act and heal 
the man in the corner where no one would notice, or made an agreement with the man to help 
him out of the sight of the Pharisees, he subverts his mission and opportunity to teach. If Jesus 
chooses to act as we are told that he does, and heals the man with a verbal challenge to the 
Pharisees, then clear, differentiated boundaries are set.  
With his choice to act as he does, Jesus subverts the emotional and anxious presence of 
the Pharisees. Jesus’ action in this scene introduces profound escalation of emotional anxiety 
through the Pharisees and into the system of the synagogue traditions. This result seems to be 
true throughout the ministry of Jesus when he encounters anxious persons, groups, and systems 
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that are beholden to traditions and choices that are counter to the missional goals of Jesus. 
Differentiation of self is a personal and family system construct used to assess leadership skills 
and potential. However, as shown by Jesus in this situation in the synagogue, we are not saying 
and will not say that a well-differentiated leader does not introduce anxiety into their “family 
system.” Quite the contrary, as Friedman suggests, differentiation of self may require a leader to 
stand on principle that will introduce anxiety into the system. The introduction of this anxiety 
produces change in outcomes that are for the betterment of the system. We see Jesus do this over 
and over in his engagements with governmental and religious powers. 
Christological/Incarnational Connections 
 Incarnation and Christology are theological precepts that make sense of the assertion that 
Jesus was the perfect exemplar of a differentiated self. The life of Jesus provides the starting 
point in Christology as it is premised on “Jesus’ own self-consciousness” and on the “concrete 
presentment his person and work evoked among the disciples and the people” (Oscar 317). We 
know this work from the scriptural accounts just like those examined above. We can discern 
something of Jesus’ self-consciousness from examining his interactions with the disciples and 
the people. As we make these connections, then the Chalcedonian Christological position of 
Jesus being fully human and fully divine in one person allows us to support Bowen’s family 
system theory as an active predictor of how Jesus responded in situations of profound situational 
and familial anxiety. 
 Jurgen Moltmann argues that Christology must consider, in a deeper way, the humanity 
of Jesus as having been a “being-in-history” (Moltmann 136). This way of understanding Jesus 
maintains contact with the fullness of his “living relationships and interactions” (136). Jesus then 
carries the attributes of developing capacities and abilities in humanness that are indicative of a 
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“learning process” born of his active ministry, experiences, and ultimately his suffering (136). 
With regard to a differentiated self, Jesus has an emotional, human personality capable of 
reaction to the anxieties of familial and social systems. The heresy of Docetism, if true, would 
unravel this theory from the start. Docetism held that Jesus did not have a truly human existence 
(Bonhoeffer, Christ the Center 83) and therefore Jesus would not have been humanly 
differentiated. Without the fully human nature in Jesus, the case made in this project, that Jesus 
is the perfectly differentiated self, fails. 
 In terms of functioning as a well-differentiated person, the nuclear family lays the 
groundwork during the formative years of the person. As illustrated above from scriptural 
accounts, the  parental guidance that Joseph and Mary gave Jesus supports the conclusion that 
they functioned in differentiated capacities. With the nuclear family established, we must 
consider the will of the person to continue to act in a differentiated pattern. The scriptural 
accounts indicate that Jesus consistently encountered anxiety and made choices consistent with 
his goals and mission (maintaining a perfect “I” Position) from within well-defined emotional 
boundaries. 
 Jesus’ ability or capacity to will fits particularly well within a Christological framework. 
John of Damascus asserted that “to will is inherent to all men” and that if this is so, then Jesus is 
by his nature volitive (Oden 190). To simply conclude that, because Jesus was also fully divine, 
his differentiated self was divinely derived, directed, and therefore perfect, would be error. We 
must consider how it is that two wills, one of human capacity and ability and the other divinely 
operational, coexisted. Especially if we give support to John of Damascus’ assertion that Jesus 
functioned with a will inherent to all persons. 
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 The Councils of Constantinople and Latern, in combination, presented that Jesus’ will 
was of two natures because the wills were derived of two natures (Oden 191). As such, each 
nature retained attributes of will unique to each, included capacities to know and to will of their 
own accord (191). Augustine concluded similarly, drawing on the corpus of the Gospel of John, 
where Jesus proclaims the work and will of the Father in and through himself, just as Jesus own 
human nature is at work cooperatively (191). Orthodoxy understands that Jesus’ wills, in two 
natures, were consubstantial, co-willing, co-working with each other and yet neither divided nor 
confused. The most important conclusion, not least for this paper, is that the two wills were 
operational in Jesus and not contrary to one another. In other words, the human capacity to will 
in Jesus is perfectly aligned, although not controlled by, the consubstantial divine will of the 
Father. 
 Critical to the conclusions of this paper is the assumption that the consubstantial wills of 
Jesus be cooperative, yet independent. If the divine will even has so much as a marginal or 
occasional capacity to override, trump, subvert, or force a decision of Jesus in the context of his 
earthly, human ministry, then his ability to exhibit a differentiation of self characteristic that is 
conditioned by his nuclear family and his social context is tenuous. Jesus’ human nature requires 
free will sufficient to submit to the will of the father (Bloesch 73). The orthodox Christological 
construction evidenced in creeds avoids this dilemma of the wills (Schaff 3:680).  
The orthodox Christological construction also provides the next necessary step. From the 
orthodox position, the wills in two natures are operating side-by-side, in conjunction, in parallel 
(Barth 46). If this premise holds, then we can understand how Jesus develops a perfectly 
differentiated self. The separation of the two natures provides the space for Jesus’ human 
characteristics to establish functional emotional boundaries and response systems. Jesus was 
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capable of thwarting the divine, indeed cosmic, challenge during his forty-day retreat into 
temptation. His arguably weaker and susceptible-to-temptation human will was elevated to 
perfection, not by force, but by the co-existent, cooperative choice of the Father. 
Friedman’s concluding comments in A Failure of Nerve helps solidify the connection 
with the Christological premise. Friedman says that the key to leadership is the ability and 
capacity of a person to be “a non-anxious presence, a challenging presence, a well-defined 
presence, and a paradoxical presence” (230). Jesus was certainly a paradox to his historical 
setting. Further, Friedman states that this capacity is not “coercive, manipulative, reactive, 
pursuing or invasive” (230). Neither is this capacity “autocratic, narcissistic, or selfish” even 
though the leader may be perceived and described this way by others. Jesus fits well within these 
parameters (230). Finally, the connection point is this from Friedman, “the power inherent in a 
leader’s presence does not reside in physical or economic strength but in the nature of his or her 
own being” (230). These types of leaders then provide the paradoxical integrity for the entirety 
of the system in which they function (Bloesch 72). 
 This analysis may well produce larger truths about Jesus than the quality of his perfectly 
differentiated style. We consider that Jesus’ way of being in the world was in fact the manner 
God chose to paradoxically restore the integrity of human relationship with Himself. The 
perfectly differentiated Christ was the only way to produce the desired theandric union given the 
fallen nature of humankind realized because of human will and choice. Jesus possessed the 
unique capacity to engage his fully human will, mediated through a cooperative lens of his divine 
nature. 
 In support of this theandric union we may well consider the Pauline description of Jesus 
in 2 Corinthians 4:4 as the “image of God” and in Colossians 1:15 as the “image of the invisible 
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God.” William Barclay opines that the translation of the eikon can be rendered as “likeness,” 
running the risk of subverting the true intent. Barclay uses the terms “essential reproduction and 
representation” (389). The truly human Jesus, without risking confusion with the full nature, 
carries something more than a likeness of God. Jesus’ humanity carries the very imprimatur of 
the living God in fleshly form. This image-bearing that Jesus embodies fills the unattainable 30 
percent of DoS spoken of by Bowen that we cannot achieve.  
 John Behr, in his introduction for Saint Athanasius’ On the Incarnation, reads Athanasius 
to hold that our contemplation of God is found only “in and through similarity with the Savior 
Jesus Christ” (25). We should consider this connection at some length in those called to lead our 
ecclesial gatherings on Sunday mornings (Strawn and Alexander 341). Orthodox Christology of 
the Chalcedonian heritage, in conjunction with the scriptural account of Jesus’ life and ministry, 
indicates a strong correlation between Jesus’ capacity to lead and the modern leadership traits 
outlined in the work of Bowen and Friedman. As such, if there is an assessment tool that 
provides better insight into the skills of our clerical leaders, we ought to consider adoption of 
said tool.  
Research Design 
 The design of this project centers on the use of a survey that is quantitatively scored 
followed by qualitative analysis (Sensing 128). This mixed method analysis is required in this 
project because of the nature of the research questions and the limitation surrounding the 
available pool of participants. The DSI-R is the quantitative survey tool that is being tested in the 
field, however, the scored Likert data are qualitatively analyzed. I recommend future projects in 
which separate pools of participants are surveyed allowing for statistical modeling and 
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quantitative statistical significance testing. These statistical models were outside the scope of this 
project and I only used qualitative analysis. 
Summary 
 Pastoral leadership centers on the capacity to awaken another’s connection to God 
through faith in Jesus as Savior. Henri Nouwen’s “man of prayer” as “a leader” must be one who 
is highly self differentiated as described in Bowen’s Family Systems Theory. Pastoral leaders 
who are highly self differentiated are indeed more Christ-like in their nature and their practice of 
faith. Because of this capacity, these pastoral leaders emulated Nouwen’s “articulation of God’s 
work within” them and they “can lead others out of confusion to clarification” (Nouwen 50).  
 The current state of the literature surrounding pastoral leadership and associated 
assessment tools for this capacity make it clear that the time is ripe to fully test and validate the 
Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised. The focus of this project will be to test the 
Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (Skowron and Friedlander 235) in the field with 
pastoral leaders as suggested by Sandage and Jankowski. Our confusion takes the form of 
anxiety in our families and our congregations, and pastors need to know how and why they 
respond to these anxious systems. Knowing is the first step, because as Herrington’s work 
suggests, we can develop new traits and responses to these systems. When we do so, we are 
coming closer to embracing the full image of God inside and exercising more fully a 
differentiated skill set as Jesus exemplified for us all (Britton 96). 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY FOR THE PROJECT 
Overview of the Chapter 
 The objective of this project was to continue the work of validating the Differentiation of 
Self Inventory, Revised, particularly as an assessment tool for ecclesial gatekeepers of pastoral 
leaders in the discernment of calling and candidacy. In order to advance the literature and work 
surrounding the DSI-R, this project took the suggestion of Majerus and Sandage and put the DSI-
R into the field subject to the limitations outlined herein. The data collected from the participant 
pool of clergy will help determine whether a relationship exists between highly effective pastoral 
leaders and their level of differentiation of self. The generalizability of the DSI-R protocol across 
populations in various studies in the literature makes this project timely. 
Nature and Purpose of the Project 
 Mere observation of pastoral leaders, given sufficient numbers, will lead most people to 
conclude that some pastors are more effective than others. Maybe their fruit is the numerical 
growth of a congregation. Maybe their fruit is the number of persons they lead to salvation 
through faith in Jesus Christ as the shepherding pastor. No matter how you choose to measure 
effectiveness, you commonly know an effective pastoral leader when you see one, or when you 
experience his or her leadership firsthand. Further, objective measurement of effectiveness, a 
priori, has proven elusive at best. 
While being “effective” is a mostly subjective determination, we might also look to those 
pastors who are bearing much fruit to determine if there is a more objective assessment tool. This 
project seeks to take a step forward into the realm of objective measurement of pastoral 
leadership effectiveness. The literature in the fields of leadership, family systems, and 
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differentiated self have reached a point of intersection in their development that makes a project 
such as this ripe for consideration. The Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised has been 
sufficiently field-tested to warrant use in this project. The results of this project may predict that 
being able to measure objectively the level of a pastoral leader’s differentiation of self is an 
important consideration in pastoral vetting. Subsequently, the DSI-R may be adopted as a 
reliable, predictive barometer for pastoral effectiveness. 
 The purpose of this research was to select a participant pool of pastoral leaders in the 
Oklahoma Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church who were subjectively rated as 
highly effective by their District Superintendent and to have each of them complete the 
Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised. If this pool’s mean DSI-R scores are high, then there 
is a correlation between subjective effectiveness and higher levels of differentiation of self. This 
project thereby takes a step toward validation of the DSI-R as an assessment tool for pastoral 
candidates. 
Research Questions 
Research Question #1 
Do pastoral leaders who are considered highly effective by their supervisors have high 
median scores on the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & 
Schmidt)? 
 
 The literature suggests that the DSI-R assesses the level of a person’s differentiation of 
self with a high degree of confidence. I wanted to determine whether this holds true for pastoral 
leaders who are subjectively determined to be effective leaders by their supervisors. This project 
administered the DSI-R inventory to a pool of clergy considered to be highly effective pastoral 
leaders. The results are designed to test this correlation. Given the narrow scope of this project, 
this research question is the only one which the collected data was designed to answer directly. 
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 Fifty-three participants in the clergy pool received the DSI-R. Thirty-four of those 
participants returned a complete and valid survey that can be used in this project. The mean 
scores for each sub-category of the DSI-R and the overall mean score for the participant pool 
will be quantitatively analyzed in order to answer this research question. The higher the mean 
score in each sub-category and in the overall mean, the greater the correlation between a pastor’s 
effectiveness and their level of self-differentiation. 
Research Question #2 
If pastoral leaders who are considered highly effective by their supervisors have high 
median scores, what are the next steps in validating the Differentiation of Self 
Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & Schmidt) as a useful protocol for assessing 
pastoral candidates? 
 
 This project anticipated that a positive correlation existed between higher levels of DoS 
and successful pastoral leadership. If the results were as anticipated, then the Differentiation of 
Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R) may well be a reliable predictor of pastoral candidates’ future 
effectiveness. However, this project had certain limitations that need to be addressed with further 
research. Establishing the next steps becomes a critical piece in moving toward the use of the 
DSI-R as a valid assessment tool. By way of example, the next step may be to conduct a field 
study of the DSI-R in which there are two pools of participants. One pool would be similar to 
this project and consist of effective pastors and the comparative second pool would consist of 
clergy subjectively deemed ineffective. The data collected in this project does not address this 
next step, except to recommend it based on the findings herein. 
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Research Question #3 
How should the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & 
Schmidt) be used as an assessment tool for pastoral candidates? 
 
 By using the DSI-R to assess a pool of pastors who, thru peer assessment, are highly 
effective leaders, additional validation studies may possibly establish the DSI-R as a valid 
pastoral assessment tool. Additionally, ample literature exists suggesting that one’s level of DoS 
can be improved. Therefore, identifying pastoral candidates with lower DoS early on may give 
them an opportunity to work on their level of DoS. This would be a positive step for the ranks of 
the clergy candidates and the congregations they will serve. 
Ministry Context 
 This project is limited to a pool of clergy selected from the Oklahoma Annual Conference 
of the United Methodist Church. The Oklahoma Annual Conference belongs to the South Central 
Jurisdiction and is generally understood to primarily consist of middle class congregations and 
pastors. The Conference has generally consisted of pastoral leaders who are primarily orthodox 
in their theology; however, there is something of a shift in the pastoral population at the fringes 
as the secular culture continues to evolve on social issues. Women continue to respond to their 
call to ministry in the conference, but are still demographically underrepresented and still face 
challenges in appointments that have never experienced the pastoral leadership of a woman 
pastor. Women and minority groups were neither excluded nor specifically sampled in the pool, 
since the sole criteria was subjective effectiveness. 
 The average age of clergy in the Annual Conference continues to increase as requests for 
cultivating new, young clergy are made at District, Conference and Orders meetings with some 
regularity. Retirements continue to outpace new ordinands at each Annual Conference gathering, 
however, the rate of church closures and the decline of available appointments make the life of 
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the Bishop and Cabinet stressful during each season of appointment making. There are no 
demographic concerns that I have identified that would skew the results of this project or make 
the results any less generalizable for the next steps suggested. 
Participants 
Criteria for Selection 
Majerus and Sandage stated, “DoS might be studied in the lives of spiritual leaders or 
exemplars. Qualitative studies could identify those considered spiritual exemplars by other 
leaders, 'expert raters,' or community members to see if they are characterized by facets of DoS” 
(49). Because pastors are the spiritual leaders of congregations and should be the example for 
those they shepherd, they fit within the study objective. With regard to the “expert rater,” there 
were three potential persons considered: a conference bishop, a current district superintendent, 
and a retired district superintendent. The criteria suggested by Majerus and Sandage were 
deemed the best way to field test the DSI-R in order to answer the research questions. 
Both the bishop and current district superintendents were ruled out as options for “expert 
raters.” Bishops in the United Methodist Church have unchecked authority to appoint clergy in 
the Annual Conference. It would be not only an imposition on the bishop to act as the expert 
rater for this project, but would also place the bishop in the uncomfortable and potentially 
compromised position of having to make judgments about clergy outside the confines of the 
confidential cabinet setting. The same rationale essentially was applied to the current district 
superintendents, and they were ruled out for direct involvement. This left the choice of selecting 
a retired district superintendent. As chance would have it, a recently retired district 
superintendent agreed to help in this project by being the expert rater. 
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Rev. George Warren, retired Bartlesville District Superintendent for the Oklahoma 
Annual Conference, and I discussed this research project on the topic of differentiation of self in 
clergy leadership. Based on these discussions, Rev. Warren agreed to confidentially select the 
names of fifty ordained elders from within the Oklahoma Annual Conference who are generally 
regarded as effective pastoral leaders of their appointed charges. This criteria is entirely 
subjective, but is pulled from the most reliable data source for such a project, a cabinet level, 
former District Superintendent. 
The District Superintendent in the United Methodist Church is uniquely positioned to 
know the clergy of the conference and to be able to assess their capacities, skills, and general 
level of pastoral performance. Rev. Warren served a complete term on the Cabinet and was 
retired when he accepted this task of rating and recommending a pool of clergy regarded as 
effective. Rev. Warren ended up submitting the names of fifty-three clergy members for use in 
this project. Rev. Warren and myself hold those names in confidence subject to the commitment 
letter approved by the Institutional Review Board of Asbury Theological Seminary (IRB). 
Description of Participants 
A retired District Superintendent rated the fifty-three participants in this project as 
effective clergy. The only demographic restriction was that each participant be at least twenty-
five years of age and have been in ministry more than five years. The age and term of ministry 
restrictions helped to assure that there was sufficient data by which the expert rater could 
adequately assess the effectiveness of each clergy. The rater was not asked to consider gender, 
race, or any other demographic concern. 
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Reliability & Validity of Project Design 
The Differentiation of Self Inventory was first developed in 1998 (Jankowski and Hooper 
225). In 2003, the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised was adopted (Jankowski and 
Hooper 225). From 1998 to the present a variety of studies have been conducted to advance the 
validation of the DSI-R as a tool to measure differentiation of self as proposed in the Bowen 
family system theory. Jankowski and Hooper’s study in 2012 outlined the validation work 
completed to date and they again tested the DSI-R for clinical validation as a measurement tool 
of DoS. Jankowski and Hooper’s results “also confirmed the use of the 46-item DSI-R full-scale  
as a psychometrically sound indicator of the intra- and interpersonal dimensions of DoS” 
(Jankowski and Hooper 240). Additionally, their study found that DSI-R maintained a level of 
cultural generalizability (240). 
 The use of the DSI-R in this project aligned with the narrow objective of the first research 
question; whether pastoral leaders who are considered highly effective by their supervisors have 
high median scores on the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised. I narrowly tailored the 
project to respond to the suggestion of Majerus and Sandage, “Finally, DoS might be studied 
in the lives of spiritual leaders or exemplars. Qualitative studies could identify those 
considered spiritual exemplars by other leaders, “expert raters,” or community 
members to see if they are characterized by facets of DoS “ (Majerus and Sandage 
49). 
This project stands in line with the current research arc of fully validating the DSI-R as an 
assessment tool for DoS. 
 This project is reliably generalizable in that a researcher could put the DSI-R in the field 
and achieve similar results. In fact, Chapter 5 contains a series of recommended next steps for 
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how the next researcher might advance the DSI-R toward validation as a fully reliable 
measurement tool of DoS. This would lead to this researcher’s goal of placing the DSI-R in the 
hands of pastoral candidates, their mentors, and Boards of Ordained Ministry as a powerful 
pastoral assessment tool. 
Data Collection & Ethical Considerations 
I submitted DSI-R surveys to each of the fifty-three appointed, ordained elders in the 
Conference during the month of June 2015. I collected the data using a code on the survey form 
to verify only who completed the survey and that the survey was returned. These codes are 
known only to myself and will not be shared with the Bishop, cabinet (including Rev. Warren) or 
anyone else regarding who responded or the results of their individual survey data. The survey 
will only be scored, pooled, averaged, and used to draw inferences and conclusions therefrom 
about the DSI-R survey as a predictor of pastoral effectiveness. I matched the codes with the 
pool of names provided by Rev. Warren in order to select fifty clergy for this study. 
The pooling of clergy names based upon subjective criteria designed to assess pastoral 
effectiveness may cause hard feelings if the results become known outside the confidential 
context of this study. This letter of confidentiality memorialized the commitment of Rev. Warren 
and myself to maintain our discussions and exchange of information and/or data in complete 
confidence. Once this research is completed, the individual surveys, names, contact information 
and/or any other confidential data (electronic or hard copy) will be destroyed. 
Data Analysis 
 The data analysis in this project consists of collecting the results from the inventory 
surveys and placing the raw data in a spreadsheet. Many of the responses on the DSI-R require 
that the Likert scale number selected by the participant be reversed. For example, if a response of 
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1 were given to a question, this raw data would be reversed to a scale score of 6 before the totals 
are tabulated. A 2 becomes a 5, a 3 becomes a 4. Care was taken to double check each raw data 
point to assure that those responses requiring a reversal prior to tabulation were complete. 
 Each subcategory for each of the thirty-four valid surveys was totaled and a mean 
calculated. Then, each subcategory mean for the thirty-four participants was totaled and a mean 
calculation was made. The four means for the subcategories were then totaled and a final mean 
was taken to produce an overall score for the project. 
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CHAPTER 4 
EVIDENCE FOR THE PROJECT 
Overview of the Chapter 
The purpose of this research was to select a pool of pastoral leaders in the Oklahoma 
Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church who were subjectively rated as highly 
effective by their District Superintendents. Once we determined the pool of participants, each 
participant was asked to complete the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised. I used the 
Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised in order to assess whether there is a correlation 
between subjective effectiveness and higher levels of differentiation of self. If a positive 
correlation is shown, this project takes a step toward validation of the DSI-R as an assessment 
tool for pastoral candidates. The ultimate goal is to validate the DSI-R survey as an effective tool 
for assessing pastoral capacity for handling anxiety when it comes to predicting how effective a 
pastor’s leadership may, or may not, be in the congregational context. The data collected from 
the DSI-R surveys is presented in this chapter. 
Participants 
 The fifty-three clergy participants in this project were rated as effective by an expert 
rater, a retired District Superintendent. The only two demographic restrictions were that each 
participant be at least twenty-five years of age and have been in ministry more than five years as 
an ordained elder. The term of service in ministry restriction helped to assure that there was 
sufficient data by which the expert rater could adequately assess the effectiveness of each clergy. 
I gave no imperative to select for or against gender, race or any other demographic criteria. 
Research Question #1 
 The first, and primary, research question set forth in this project was “Do pastoral leaders 
who are considered effective by their supervisors have high median scores on the Differentiation 
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of Self Inventory, Revised?” I premised the design of this question on the suggestion in the 
literature that the DSI-R assesses the level of a person’s differentiation of self with a high degree 
of confidence. This project administered the DSI-R inventory to a pool of clergy who are 
considered effective leaders in order to return results to test this correlation. Given the narrow 
scope of this project, this is the only research question for which collected data provided any 
direct findings.  
 Fifty-three participants in the clergy pool received the DSI-R. In order for each 
participant’s response to be valid, the participant had to answer all of the 46 questions of the 
DSI-R.  Thirty-three of the participants returned a completed, valid survey. Three participants 
returned a survey that was incomplete because one or more of the 46 questions contained no 
response. Sixteen of the participants did not respond in any way to the survey request. This 
makes the n-value for this project thirty-three (n=33).  
 The DSI-R contains 46 questions/descriptive statements and the participants responded to 
each descriptive statement on a Likert scale of 1 through 6 (see Appendix C). The instructions 
for the survey indicated that a response of 1 meant that the descriptive statement was “Not True 
of Me at All.” A response of 6 meant that the descriptive statement was “Very True of Me.” The 
DSI-R tests for four discrete emotional components (subcategories) of a differentiated self. The 
descriptive statements for each subcategory are randomly distributed throughout the 46 question 
survey.  
 The responses for each subcategory are pooled and added together. The Emotional 
Reactivity subcategory consisted of 11 descriptive statements of the 46 questions on the DSI-R 
(questions 1, 6, 10, 14, 18, 21, 26, 30, 34, 38, & 40). The “I” Position subcategory contained 11 
questions (4, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 27, 31, 35, 41, & 43). The Emotional Cutoff subcategory 
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contained 12 questions (2, 3, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28, 32, 36, 39, & 42). The final subcategory, 
Fusion with Others, contained 12 questions (5, 9, 13, 17, 22, 25, 29, 33, 37, 44, 45, & 46). The 
raw response data from each participant for each subcategory are shown in tabular format in 
Appendices D through G.  
 The raw data responses for many of the questions in the DSI-R must have their values 
reversed before the survey can be scored. For instance, a 1 must be converted to 6, and 2 to 5, 
and so on. The raw data responses from Appendices D through G requiring conversion were 
converted. Data tables with each of the appropriate raw responses reversed are shown in 
Appendices H through K. 
 I totaled the responses in each of the four subcategories for each participant who 
submitted a valid survey. I calculated a mean score for each participant’s subcategory. The 
participant numbers, total score for each subcategory, and mean score for each subcategory are 
shown in the following four Tables, 4.1 through 4.4. 
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 Table 4.1. Emotional Reactivity Subcategory (n=11) 
 Participant # Participant Emotional 
Reactivity Total 
Participant Emotional 
Reactivity Mean Score 
131 45 4.09 
134 42 3.82 
135 39 3.55 
136 53 4.82 
137 43 3.91 
138 45 4.09 
139 41 3.73 
140 37 3.36 
142 62 5.64 
143 44 4.00 
148 39 3.55 
149 44 4.00 
150 48 4.36 
151 39 3.55 
152 40 3.64 
153 56 5.09 
155 49 4.45 
157 57 5.18 
158 46 4.18 
159 48 4.36 
161 47 4.27 
163 55 5.00 
164 44 4.00 
165 56 5.09 
170 41 3.73 
174 47 4.27 
175 46 4.18 
176 51 4.64 
177 42 3.82 
180 46 4.18 
181 49 4.45 
182 49 4.45 
183 46 4.18 
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 Table 4.2. “I” Position Subcategory (n=11) 
Participant # Participant “I” 
Position Total 
Participant “I” 
Position Mean Score 
131 46 4.18 
134 46 4.18 
135 43 3.91 
136 53 4.82 
137 44 4.00 
138 53 4.82 
139 46 4.18 
140 44 4.00 
142 54 4.91 
143 59 5.36 
148 50 4.55 
149 64 5.82 
150 47 4.27 
151 40 3.64 
152 44 4.00 
153 52 4.73 
155 53 4.82 
157 57 5.18 
158 42 3.82 
159 49 4.45 
161 39 3.55 
163 49 4.45 
164 49 4.45 
165 40 3.64 
170 56 5.09 
174 47 4.27 
175 54 4.91 
176 49 4.45 
177 38 3.45 
180 53 4.82 
181 57 5.18 
182 47 4.27 
183 49 4.45 
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 Table 4.3. Emotional Cutoff Subcategory (n=12) 
Participant # Participant Emotional 
Cutoff Total 
Participant Emotional 
Cutoff Mean Score 
131 62 5.17 
134 61 5.08 
135 65 5.42 
136 64 5.33 
137 60 5.00 
138 68 5.67 
139 57 4.75 
140 55 4.58 
142 71 5.92 
143 65 5.42 
148 59 4.92 
149 68 5.67 
150 69 5.75 
151 64 5.33 
152 63 5.25 
153 69 5.75 
155 62 5.17 
157 64 5.33 
158 54 4.50 
159 60 5.00 
161 60 5.00 
163 59 4.92 
164 49 4.08 
165 70 5.83 
170 61 5.08 
174 66 5.50 
175 59 4.92 
176 55 4.58 
177 57 4.75 
180 57 4.75 
181 57 4.75 
182 62 5.17 
183 46 3.83 
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Table 4.4. Fusion with Others Subcategory (n=12) 
Participant # Participant Fusion 
with Others Total 
Participant Fusion 
with Others Mean 
Score 
131 41 3.42 
134 38 3.17 
135 45 3.75 
136 55 4.58 
137 47 3.92 
138 41 3.42 
139 43 3.58 
140 37 3.08 
142 54 4.50 
143 48 4.00 
148 58 4.83 
149 49 4.08 
150 56 4.67 
151 56 4.67 
152 33 2.75 
153 52 4.33 
155 60 5.00 
157 52 4.33 
158 48 4.00 
159 49 4.08 
161 43 3.58 
163 56 4.67 
164 42 3.50 
165 54 4.50 
170 45 3.75 
174 46 3.83 
175 50 4.17 
176 54 4.50 
177 52 4.33 
180 44 3.67 
181 52 4.33 
182 53 4.42 
183 49 4.08 
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“To compute scores on the subscales, select items are reversed. Then items are summed 
across the subscale and divided by the number of items, such that scores on each subscale 
range from 1 to 6, with high scores reflecting greater differentiation of self” (Skowron 
and Schmitt 212).  
I recorded, converted and scored the data. I then calculated a mean score for each 
subcategory across the thirty-three valid participant surveys. This data is shown below in Table 
4.5. 
Table 4.5. Mean Scores for each Subcategory (n=33) 
 
Subcategory 
 
Mean Score 
 
Emotional Reactivity 
 
4.23 
 
“I” Position 
 
4.44 
 
Emotional Cutoff 
 
5.10 
 
Fusion with Others 
 
4.05 
 
 The “I” Position (IP) and Emotional Cutoff (EC) mean scores are of interest as they are 
higher than the Emotional Reactivity and Fusion with Others mean scores. 
“The DSI-R full scale score is obtained by reversing scores on the items noted, then 
summing across all items and dividing by 46. Scores on the full scale also range from 1 to 
6, with higher scores reflecting greater differentiation of self” (Skowron and Schmitt 
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214). 
 
 Table 4.6. Full Scale Mean Score (n=33) 
 
DSI-R 
 
Mean Score 
 
Full Scale 
 
4.459 
 
Research Question #2 
 The second research question set forth in this project was “If pastoral leaders who are 
considered highly effective by their supervisors have high median scores, what are the next steps 
in validating the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & Schmidt) as a 
useful protocol for assessing pastoral candidates?” This project anticipates that a positive 
correlation exists between higher levels of DoS and effective pastoral leadership. If the mean 
scores are elevated, then the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R) may well be a 
reliable predictor of pastoral candidates’ future effectiveness. Given the elevated mean scores 
shown in the data collected above, the findings in response to research question number two 
define the next step toward DSI-R validation.  
 This project had certain limitations that need to be addressed with further research. 
Therefore, establishing the next steps becomes a critical piece in moving toward the use of the 
DSI-R as a valid assessment tool.  
Research Question #3 
 The first, and primary, research question set forth in this project was “How should the 
Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & Schmidt) be used as an 
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assessment tool for pastoral candidates?” If the mean scores are high and valid correlation is 
shown in a next step study, then we should determine how the DSI-R could and should be used 
in clergy assessment protocol. 
Ample literature suggests that the level of DoS can be improved. Therefore, identifying pastoral 
candidates with lower DoS early on may give them an opportunity to work on their level of DoS. 
This would be a positive step for the ranks of the clergy candidates and the congregations they 
will serve. 
Summary of Major Findings 
 Based upon the data collected, I concluded that a positive correlation exists between a 
pastor’s subjective effectiveness and their level of differentiation of self. The project produced 
the following significant findings: 
1. The mean for the full scale DSI-R score and the mean scores for each of the four 
sub-scales, Emotional Reactivity, “I” Position, Emotional Cutoff, and Fusion with 
Others, for highly effective pastors, subjectively rated, were high. 
2. Majerus and Sandage suggested, “DoS might be studied in the lives of spiritual 
leaders or exemplars.” This project identified those pastoral leaders considered 
spiritual exemplars by a District Superintendent, this project’s “expert rater,” and 
determined that effective pastoral leaders are characterized by facets of DoS 
(Majerus and Sandage 49). 
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CHAPTER 5 
LEARNING REPORT FOR THE PROJECT 
Overview of the Chapter 
 Predicting whether a pastoral candidate will provide effective leadership is historically 
difficult. The question underlying this project is whether a church can objectively identify those 
persons called to ministry who will provide effective pastoral leadership. This project sought to 
examine if higher levels of differentiation of self predict effective pastoral leadership. I used 
the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised to survey a pool of clergy participants to answer 
the question posed. The data collected in this project led to the conclusion that a person with a 
higher capacity for differentiation of self may be a more effective pastor. This project took a step 
forward toward validating the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised, as an objective 
assessment tool that ecclesial gatekeepers have been waiting for. 
 The literature surrounding Bowen family systems and the theory of differentiation of self 
(DoS) has established correlations between the level of differentiation in a person and his or her 
functioning in groups and family systems. For example, a positive correlation exists between 
spiritual well-being and higher DoS. Majerus and Sandage accumulated and discussed much of 
the growing body of DoS research, including those studies that support correlations between DoS 
and spiritual maturity and healthy relationships in community (49). In 2010, Majerus and 
Sandage suggested potential correlations for future study. One of their suggested directions for 
studying DoS provided a way forward in answering my question about how to predict effective 
pastoral leadership. Their suggestion was: 
Finally, DoS might be studied in the lives of spiritual leaders or exemplars. Qualitative 
studies could identify those considered spiritual exemplars by other leaders, “expert 
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raters,” or community members to see if they are characterized by facets of DoS. 
(Majerus and Sandage 49) 
 I am concerned that churches and denominations are not using best practice assessment 
tools when vetting their candidates for pastoral leadership. The church must be interested in the 
skills of the pastoral candidate beyond merely sanctioning their call to ministry. Is there an 
assessment tool that can be added to, or possibly used to replace existing assessment protocols, 
which can measure the potential efficacy of the pastoral candidate with a reasonable degree of 
accuracy? The following statement helped frame my area of interest: Is differentiation of self 
(DoS) as suggested in Bowen’s theory and Friedman’s postulations predictive of a pastor's 
success, or not, in leading a congregation? Or, alternatively, are pastors that are considered 
effective spiritual leaders “characterized by facets of DoS”? (Majerus and Sandage). Based upon 
the findings of this project, measuring differentiation of self in pastoral candidates will be an 
effective tool for assessing pastoral make-up when it comes to predicting effective leadership in 
the congregational context. 
 The design of this project was to select a pool of pastoral leaders in the Oklahoma Annual 
Conference of the United Methodist Church who were subjectively rated as highly effective by 
their District Superintendents and to have each of them complete the Differentiation of Self 
Inventory, Revised. I scored and averaged the results of the DSI-R in order to assess whether 
there is a correlation between their subjectively rated effectiveness and higher levels, or facets, of 
differentiation of self. If the correlation were positive, then a significant step toward validation of 
the DSI-R as an assessment tool for pastoral candidates would be taken. This chapter will discuss 
two major findings, the application of the findings in the ministry context, the limitations 
encountered with this project, and suggested next steps for validation. 
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Major Findings 
First Finding 
 The first major finding in this project was that pastoral leaders, subjectively rated as 
effective, exhibited facets of DoS as evidenced by high mean scores on the DSI-R. The mean 
subscale scores for Emotional Reactivity (ER), “I” Position (IP), Emotional Cutoff (EC), and 
Fusion with Others (FO) across all thirty-three participants were 4.23, 4.44, 5.10 and 4.05 
respectively. These mean scores were higher than expected in relative terms and higher than at 
least one set of data sampled in a prior study.  
The 2012 study of Jankowski and Hooper using the DSI-R with a pool of 530 white 
Americans returned ER, IP, EC and FO mean scores of 3.59, 4.10, 4.69, and 3.18 respectively. 
Further, the full-scale mean score on the DSI-R was 4.46 and the same full-scale mean score in 
the Jankowski and Hooper study was 3.80. This first finding answers research question number 
one for the project, “Do pastoral leaders who are considered effective by their supervisors have 
high median scores on the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised?” Yes, they do. 
 The individual functioning in a connected family system largely premises Murray 
Bowen’s family system theory on the capacity for differentiation of self. Bowen’s work 
hypothesized a continuum, or scale, along which capacity for differentiation of self might be 
assessed or measured (Edwin H Friedman 27). This scale was from zero to one hundred. The 
closer a person’s capacity for differentiation approached one hundred, the higher their capacity 
and according to Bowen, the better their emotional health would be in a family system. Of 
course, persons residing at the lower end of the scale would exhibit less capacity for 
differentiation of self in the midst of an anxiety-riddled system. 
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The dilemma with Bowen’s theoretical scale was its clinical, subjective nature. In the late 
1990s, Skowron and Friedlander determined that there was a significant gap between the Bowen 
theoretical scale and practical application of the theory in the field (235). Skowron and 
Friedlander developed an objective survey protocol and in 1998, they reported on field tests of 
their forty-three questions Differentiation of Self Inventory (DSI). They believed that their self-
reporting survey would become an accurate, objective assessment protocol of DoS capacity in 
individuals 25 years of age and older (235). While there were other surveys and measurements of 
differentiation in the literature, Skowron and Friedlander noted certain deficiencies in the various 
assessments and developed their survey with a goal of producing a protocol with higher 
correlation (236). In 2003, Skowron and Schmitt confirmed adjustments in the original forty-
three question DSI as the forty-six question Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised was field 
tested (219).  
The first finding of this project was that effective pastors did exhibit facets of DoS 
capacity as revealed in higher mean scores on the DSI-R. This finding is also theologically 
significant based on the case made in Chapter 2 above that Jesus was the perfectly differentiated 
self (Richardson 56-57). Pastoral leaders should exhibit Christ-like traits in their leadership of 
congregations (Parsons and Leas 21-22). One should expect that a pastor who is closer in nature 
to Christ will be more effective in the role of pastor. By correlation, based on the results of this 
project, if higher mean DoS scores on the DSI-R predict effective pastoral leadership, then the 
DSI-R can be said to be valid assessment tool of a pastoral candidate’s capacity for DoS and 
Christ-like traits. 
 Secondly, the literature on practical application indicated that DoS capacity could be 
improved. Capacity for improvement is significant theologically and practically. In terms of 
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Wesleyan theology, I assert that adaptive learning related to DoS is a process within the walk of 
sanctification (Richardson 66-67). A pastor’s commitment to understand family systems and 
DoS impact on those systems should lead the pastor to engage the work necessary to increase 
DoS capacity as a way of seeking to be more Christ-like. In practical terms, pastors and pastoral 
candidates should take encouragement that their DoS capacity to lead a congregation, as a large 
family system, can be increased. The development of higher-capacity pastoral leaders should 
also give the ecclesial gatekeepers hope that they can use the DSI-R as an assessment protocol 
and more importantly provide specific information to allow targeted mentorship possibilities 
centered on increasing DoS capacity. 
Second Finding 
 Majerus and Sandage suggested, “DoS might be studied in the lives of spiritual leaders or 
exemplars.”(49). This project identified those pastoral leaders considered spiritual exemplars by 
a District Superintendent, this project’s “expert rater.” The mean scores on all four subscales and 
the full scale were higher than expected for a pool of clergy participants subjectively determined 
to be effective pastors. Facets of DoS, because of the high median DSI-R scores, characterized 
this pool of effective pastoral leaders. These findings answered the second research question. 
Next steps in validating the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & 
Schmidt) as a useful protocol for assessing pastoral candidates need to be taken. 
 Additionally, because the first research question showed a positive correlation between 
effective pastoral leaders and facets of DoS, the third research question can be addressed. “How 
should the Differentiation of Self Inventory, Revised (DSI-R, Skowron & Schmidt) be used as an 
assessment tool for pastoral candidates?” If the mean scores are high and valid correlation is 
shown in a subsequent study, then how might the DSI-R be used in clergy assessment protocol? 
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These questions are addressed in the Ministry Implications and Recommendations sections that 
follow. 
Ministry Implications of the Findings 
 When Murray Bowen was working on his theory of family systems and the important 
role that differentiation played in the those systems, he believed that the differentiation capacity 
of a person was relatively fixed or static once they left the confines of their nuclear family of 
origin (Skowron, Holmes, and Sabatelli 114). However, as the understanding of DoS advanced, 
the construct that defined the capacity of differentiation became “a product of a way of thinking 
that translates into a way of being” (M. E. Kerr 46). Michael Kerr distinguished between a “basic 
level” of DoS, that which is derivative of the nuclear family experience and the “functional 
level” of DoS that is influenced by chronic system anxiety (42). This functional level of DoS, 
presumably can be developed and adjusted in order to better cope with the family system. “A 
person with the ability and motivation can, through a gradual process of learning that is 
converted into action, become more of a self in his family and other relationship systems” 45-
46). 
 Herrington, Creech and Taylor’s work sets up a reflective, transformational process that 
is designed to produce increases in DoS capacity. Their overarching premise is that these 
changes occur with a reflective, Christ centered posture in the midst of a strong 
mentoring/accountability group (6). The results of this project help to fill a void that Herrington 
admits his process has, that of an objective assessment tool that measures DoS capacity (25). As 
pastoral leaders seek to assess their capacity for DoS, the DSI-R will be the objective gateway 
which, when used in conjunction with Herrington’s Self-Assessment Questions, reveals a clear 
picture of DoS capacity (25). As an example, the first question Herrington proposes that one ask 
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is “to what degree does the anxiety of another upset me?” (25). This question is a statement of 
one’s level of emotional reactivity, one of the four subscales of the DSI-R. 
 Herrington makes the case that Jesus was the differentiated self exemplar that we should 
seek to model our capacity for DoS after and as others in the literature have recognized 
(Herrington, Creech, and Taylor 53). Jesus was exposed to triangulation and gave advice for how 
we might avoid becoming enmeshed. Jesus suggests in Matthew 5:23-24 that we seek to repair 
relationships with others and this would keep us free from triangles of church congregational life 
(54). Because we are not Jesus, many emotional processes are difficult to recognize unless we 
develop a self-awareness and understanding of family system processes (Steinke, How Your 
Church Family Works xv). Herrington describes these as two systems, our level of emotional 
maturity and the amount of anxiety and tension in the family system (Herrington, Creech, and 
Taylor 33). In order to effectively transform one’s capacity for DoS, a better than rudimentary 
understanding of family systems, anxiety, and our interactions is required (29-66).  
 One of the primary assumptions of this project and of Herrington’s project is Ed 
Friedman’s postulation “that chronically anxious families always lack well-differentiated 
leadership” and this axiom is “absolutely universal” (89). Herrington’s first step to developing 
greater DoS capacity is for pastoral leaders to understand congregations as families that maintain 
their own level of chronic anxiety. With this recognition, a pastor can institute practices to 
become a less anxious leader by practicing integrated personal changes based upon Friedman’s 
observations. These include increasing your self-awareness, monitoring your thinking patterns, 
managing your feelings, and slowing the pace of the system (Herrington, Creech, and Taylor 71). 
Achieving this goal is, in Friedman’s assessment, the most critical capacity of a pastoral leader 
(Friedman, Treadwell, and Beal). 
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 The literature is clear that a leader’s capacity for DoS is critical in terms of their ability to 
lead a healthy congregational family system. Pastors and candidates for pastoral ministry can 
take practical steps, to first assess their level of differentiation of self and, second, improve their 
capacity for DoS. Therefore, being able to assess a pastoral candidate’s DoS early is important. 
The ecclesial gatekeepers (Boards of Ordained Ministry in the United Methodist Church) should 
mandate that candidates complete the DSI-R, have it scored, and have a follow up conversation 
with a mentor who is trained in family systems and Herrington’s’ work. The literature suggests 
that a particularly weak subscore on the DSI-R may allow a person to focus on the reasons for 
the score and direct work toward improving that specific area (Skowron and Friedlander 243). 
 Subject to further validation of the DSI-R and prayerful consideration by Boards of 
Ordained Ministry, differentiation of self assessments should play a role in candidacy, 
provisional and post-ordination of clergy leaders. The proposals that follow are offered to begin 
a conversation about implementation, but are not irreducible and final protocols for use in the 
field immediately. My goal, my prayer, my desire for making these suggestions is to offer a 
powerful tool for pastoral leaders to improve themselves and in turn to be able to offer more 
effective leadership in the parish. 
 With regard to candidacy, the Boards of Ordained Ministry could easily require each 
candidate to take the DSI-R. The survey itself takes only about 30 minutes to complete and 30 
minutes to score. The candidacy mentor should score the survey and then invite the candidate to 
a discussion time regarding the results. In order for this mentoring process to be effective, 
particularly as it relates to DoS and DSI-R results, the mentor will have to read a minimum 
number of works on the topic and attend a training session. Several of the works cited in this 
project could meet this requirement, including, but not limited to, Herrington’s book and 
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Steinke’s three works regarding churches as family systems. The Board of Ordained Ministry 
could provide an interpretative data sheet on how the mentor should interpret the DSI-R overall 
and each subcategory mean score. 
 Once the candidate and the mentor participate in an initial interview regarding the DSI-R 
results, several courses of action might follow. First, if the candidate’s overall DSI-R score and 
each subcategory score are at the mean score, plus or minus a set deviation established by the 
Board of Ordained Ministry, then the mentor can assess the candidate as having adequate traits 
and capacities of DoS. The candidate will have learned some valuable information regarding 
churches as family systems and how their DoS capacity is an integral part of effective pastoral 
leadership in that system. 
 Second, if the candidate’s mean scores are significantly lower than the standard 
established by the Board of Ordained Ministry, the Board will want to have a protocol 
established for the mentor’s engagement with the candidate. Mentors who are sufficiently trained 
in DoS, family systems, and Herrington’s work should recommend further reflection, work and 
group mentoring for the candidate. As part of these processes, the mentor and candidate can 
work together to learn and make progress toward creating greater DoS capacity in candidate. 
With those candidates who score low on the DSI-R and do not progress through a set protocol to 
increase DoS capacity, Boards will have to decide whether to delay progress toward 
commissioning based on group reflection and recommendations of the mentor, likely in 
consultation with the District Committee on Ministry.  
 This same progression of assessment and mentoring can be adapted to and implemented 
in the provisional years. Specifically, once candidates move past commissioning, they are placed 
in peer groups for the remainder of the provisional time. With proper training of clergy leaders, 
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these peer groups may well be the perfect crucible within which to discuss and learn family 
systems and to work in a group setting on increasing the relative DoS capacity of each 
participant. I would anticipate that the pastoral candidates who are identified to have low 
capacity DoS could develop additional DoS capacity during the years spent in candidacy 
mentoring and provisional peer group mentoring. While there are other possible protocols that 
might be adapted to increase DoS capacity (e.g. Schnarch’s crucible model), Boards of Ordained 
Ministry should use Herrington and Steinke’s works to formulate one-on-one and peer group 
mentoring protocols (Schnarch). 
 Lastly, for those pastoral leaders who are ordained, Boards of Ordained Ministry could 
conduct clergy training sessions or Orders meetings to introduce the concepts of DoS and family 
systems. The mentoring protocols for candidates and provisional members could certainly be 
adapted for use with ordained pastors in peer group settings or in mentor relationships. Given the 
importance of DoS in pastoral leadership, Boards of Ordained Ministry are encouraged to make 
DoS and DSI-R assessment and follow up as close to mandatory as possible. The expenditure of 
time to take and score the assessment is negligible given the positive and productive outcomes 
that are possible. 
Limitations 
 Several limitations for this project need to be addressed in future projects. First, the 
subjective rating by the District Superintendent is just that, subjective. A single District 
Superintendent of the Oklahoma Annual Conference subjectively rated the pool of participants in 
the study as effective. While I trusted the judgment of the District Superintendent to have 
suggested those pastors he deemed effective without bias and based upon observations made by 
the collective cabinet, it is still the judgment and opinion of one “expert rater” that I used in this 
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project. I would expect that the participant pool for this project, with only minor exception, 
included the best possible pool as might be subjectively rated. Future projects may want to 
consider a panel of “expert raters” in order to remove any indicia of bias, however, I do not 
believe that this would dramatically alter the results or findings. 
 Second, with only 33 of 53 participants having returned complete surveys, the pool was 
smaller than expected. A larger pool of participants and hopefully a larger number of completed 
surveys would achieve better statistical significance. Future studies may want to consider ways 
to draw on participant pools that are larger (100+), however, this goal may be challenging given 
that clergy pools created by “expert raters” will be harder to come by. 
 Third, and maybe most importantly, this project was limited by only surveying 
participants deemed by the “expert rater” to be effective pastoral leaders. As this project was 
drawing to its conclusion, it became evident that a next-step study will need to select two pools 
of participants for comparison. If a District Superintendent, or other expert rater is asked, and is 
willing, to select two clergy participant pools, with one pool consisting of effective pastors and 
one pool consisting of ineffective pastors, the next project will solidify the findings of this 
project. I predict that the effective pool would have higher mean average DSI-R scores than a 
pool of less effective pastors. The ability to compare two pools of opposite capacities would 
more accurately prove the assumptions that lead to this project. Statistical modeling would also 
have been available to assess significance with two pools of comparative data. I recommend that 
this be a next step toward validation of the DSI-R as a clergy assessment tool. However, 
identifying an “expert rater” within clergy circles to rate a pool of participant pastors as 
ineffective will be difficult. 
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Unexpected Observations 
 With regard to the data collected in this project, no unexpected observations or findings 
occurred. However, with regard to the literature and the learning derived from this project, I was 
surprised regarding how difficult it was to both subjectively rate and objectively measure 
differentiation of self in people. In the conversations with the district superintendent leading up 
the placement of the DSI-R in the field for completion, rating fellow clergy in the conference 
clearly carried several risks and inherent limitations. First, the risk of confidentiality was a great 
concern. The possibility that participants might learn the identity of the others carried risks of 
exposure and value judgments being made regarding the effectiveness of any participant or any 
person not asked to participate. Second, while the district superintendent felt fairly confident his 
prior knowledge of performance would give him a relatively sound premise upon which to select 
those clergy who he deemed effective, the judgment is still one of personal opinion and critique. 
 Another consideration related to the above observations deals with the potential difficulty 
in moving forward with recommended studies. As challenging as it was to secure a pool of 
participants subjectively rated as effective pastoral leaders by a supervisory district 
superintendent, I suspect it will be an even greater challenge to find an expert rater willing to 
subjectively select a pool of participants deemed to be ineffective. Our general unwillingness to 
name those clergy who are ineffective may hamper this recommendation on moving forward. 
Had this project been able to secure a pool of ineffective clergy to submit the DSI-R for 
completion, then the findings could have been quantitatively compared and tested for statistical 
significance. This clearly appears to be the next step; however, it will be a challenging step. 
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Recommendations 
 I recommend the undertaking of additional studies in order to compensate for the 
limitations of this study and to advance the validity of the DSI-R as a useful clergy assessment 
protocol. The DSI-R holds promise as an objective assessment tool. With further validation the 
DSI-R can be put to use as suggested above in the ministry implications section. The DSI-R will 
let pastoral candidates know their relative capacity to maintain a differentiated self as the 
pastoral leader in the congregational family system. The DSI-R would also give Boards of 
Ordained Ministry (BOM) an assessment tool around which mentoring protocols for improved 
DoS could be developed. The goal of identifying and developing effective pastoral leaders will 
become a reality. 
 Another area of suggested study would be a project designed to flesh out in detail a 
protocol for use by ecclesial gatekeepers in the mentoring process in each of the three time 
frames of candidacy, provisional and post-ordination. This study could tailor these steps to not 
only work within the United Methodist polity, but generalized for use by other denominations. 
This work is certainly not constrained by denominational boundaries. The findings and protocols 
could be adapted and generalized for pastoral leaders in any church/parish setting. A large body 
of work that could be done in this area in future studies, not the least of which would be to field 
test protocols. 
Postscript 
 Effective leadership in the church is crucial. Without effective leadership, congregations 
are caught in the flotsam and jetsam of whatever the culture holds up as the spirituality du jour 
(Murray and Evers). Without it, the tidal wave of post-modern relativism of truth will supplant 
scriptural truths as the hallmark of creation’s story. God, and his son, will be seated somewhere 
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less than at the front of the bus. Alas, we know that God and Christ do their best work when 
second guessed and left out of the mainstream, for this is where those people who need Him 
most reside. 
 Murray Bowen and Edwin Friedman were on to something in my estimation. The 
capacity for differentiation of self is likely the most critical emotional system construct for 
pastoral leadership. The fact that we may now be able to measure, with a fair amount accuracy, 
this capacity for DoS, will allow the church to better conduct the difficult and historically 
subjective work of assessing candidates for pastoral leadership. More importantly, with proper 
protocols, mentoring, and a desire to learn, candidates and seasoned pastors alike may have new 
tools with which to assess their capacity, make improvements, and thereby live more fully into 
their calling as ambassadors of Jesus Christ. 
 My solemn prayer is that other students will come along with an interest in this topic and 
that they will pick up the research ball where I have left it. May they advance the DSI-R toward 
validation sufficient to allow its consistent usage by ecclesial gatekeepers. If, at the end of the 
day, we have produced a tool that helps advance the gospel message to more people in more 
places by introducing more effective pastors into the church, then to God be the glory! 
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APPENDIX A 
CONFIDENTIALIY LETTER 
Asbury Seminary IRB: 
Rev. James E. Cinocca, Jr. and Rev. George Warren, Bartlesville District Superintendent 
for the Oklahoma Annual Conference, have discussed Rev. Cinocca’s research project on the 
topic of differentiation of self in clergy leadership. Based on these discussions, Rev. Warren has 
agreed to confidentially help select the names of 50 ordained elders who are generally regarded 
as effective pastoral leaders of their appointed charges. 
Rev. Cinocca will submit DSI-R surveys to each of the appointed, ordained elders in the 
Conference during the month of June 2015. The data will be collected using a code on the survey 
form to verify only who completed the survey and that the survey was returned. These codes will 
be known only to Rev. Cinocca and will not be shared with the Bishop, cabinet (including Rev. 
Warren) or anyone else regarding who responded or the results of their individual survey data. 
The survey will only be scored, pooled, averaged and used to draw inferences and conclusions 
therefrom about the DSI-R survey as a predictor of pastoral effectiveness. Rev. Cinocca will 
match the codes with the pool of names provided by Rev. Warren in order to select 50 clergy for 
this study. 
The pooling of clergy names based upon subjective criteria designed to order pastoral 
effectiveness may cause hard feelings if the results were known outside the confidential context 
of this study. This letter memorializes the commitment of Rev. Cinocca, and Rev. Warren to 
maintain their discussions and exchange of information and/or data in complete confidence. 
Once the research is completed, we understand that the individual surveys, names, contact 
information and/or any other confidential data electronic or hard copy will be destroyed. 
Sincerely,  
 
Rev. Jim Cinocca, Jr. 
I, Rev. George Warren, understand that it is a condition of Asbury Seminary’s 
Institutional Review Board that any discussions with Rev. Cinocca regarding this study and 
information, names, or other data exchanged with or provided to Rev. Cinocca is done in strict 
confidence. 
Your signature: ______________________________________ Date:______________  
Please print your name: __________________________________________________  
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APPENDIX B 
INFORMED CONSENT LETTER 
July 1, 2015 
Dear Rev. Joe Smith: 
Allow me to introduce myself. I am Jim Cinocca, Jr., elder and associate pastor at 
Owasso FUMC. I am also a Doctor of Ministry participant at Asbury Theological Seminary. I 
am conducting research on the topic of differentiation of self in clergy leadership. I am asking all 
of the appointed ordained elders of the Oklahoma Annual Conference to participate. I would like 
to invite you to assist in the study. Given that studies of this nature are dependent on 
participation, I would really appreciate your time and effort in getting the survey completed and 
returned to me. 
Specifically, Bowen family systems theory research has suggested that a person’s level of 
self-differentiation suggests how they function in anxious family systems, of which a 
congregation is one. Recent research has begun to seek correlations between leadership and 
differentiation of self. In order to accurately measure self-differentiation and to establish its 
correlation with leadership, a method of measuring differentiation of self needs to be validated.  
The last 15 years have seen the development of a 46-question Differentiation of Self 
Inventory, Revised (DSI-R). The DSI-R may prove, over time with additional research, to be an 
efficient and accurate predictor of differentiation of self. In turn, the DSI-R may potentially be 
used in the vetting, screening, and training processes for candidates of clerical orders.  
I want to assure you that your responses will be kept confidential. I do not want to 
jeopardize your relationships in your church, the Conference, the cabinet, or clergy peers so I 
will not ask for your name on the survey. The data will be collected using a code on the survey 
form to verify only who completed the survey and that the survey was returned. Only I will know 
these codes. Absolutely no information will be shared with the Bishop, cabinet or anyone else 
regarding who responded or the results of their individual survey data. The survey will only be 
scored, pooled, averaged, and used to draw inferences and conclusions therefrom about the DSI-
R survey as a predictor of pastoral leadership. 
Once the research is completed in approximately three months, I will destroy the 
individual surveys and keep the confidential data electronically for a limited period of time, at 
least until my research is completed and my dissertation is written and approved.  
Please know that you can refuse to respond to any or all of the questions on the survey. I 
realize that your participation is entirely voluntary and I appreciate your willingness to consider 
being part of the study. Feel free to call or write me at any time if you need any more 
information. My number is 918-510-0022 and my e-mail is jim.cinocca@gmail.com . If you are 
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willing to assist me in this study, please sign and date this letter below to indicate your voluntary 
participation. Thank you for your help.  
Sincerely,  
 
Rev. Jim Cinocca, Jr. 
I understand that I will be participating in academic research and I give informed consent 
to participate in the study described above and so indicate by my signature below. I understand 
that I may withdraw from the study at any time by contacting the researcher and making my 
request known. I understand that all research will be kept confidential as described in the body of 
this letter. 
Your signature: ____________________________________________ 
Date:______________  
Please print your name: _____________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX C 
Differentiation of Self Inventory – Revised 
These are questions concerning your thoughts and feelings about yourself and 
relationships with others. Please read each statement carefully and decide how much the 
statement is generally true of you on a 1 (not at all) to 6 (very) scale. If you believe that an item 
does not pertain to you (e.g., you are not currently married or in a committed relationship, or one 
or both of your parents are deceased), please answer the item according to your best guess about 
what your thoughts and feelings would be in that situation. Be sure to answer every item and try 
to be as honest and accurate as possible in your responses.  
       NOT AT ALL             VERY TRUE  
      TRUE OF ME          OF ME 
 
1. People have remarked that I'm overly emotional.     1 2 3 4
 5       6 
 
2. I have difficulty expressing my feelings    1 2 3 4 5       6 
  to people I care for.    
3. I often feel inhibited around my family.      1 2 3 4 5       6 
 
4. I tend to remain pretty calm even under stress.     1 2 3 4 5       6 
 
5. I usually need a lot of encouragement from others    1 2 3 4 5       6 
  when starting a big job or task.    
6. When someone close to me disappoints me,   1 2 3 4 5       6 
I withdraw   from him/her for a time.    
7. No matter what happens in my life, I know   1 2 3 4 5       6 
that I'll never   lose my sense of who I am.    
8. I tend to distance myself when people get    1 2 3 4 5       6 
too close to me.    
9. I want to live up to my parents’ expectations   1 2 3 4 5       6 
of me.    
10. I wish that I weren't so emotional.      1 2 3 4 5       6 
 
11. I usually do not change my behavior simply   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   to please another person.  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       NOT AT ALL             VERY TRUE  
      TRUE OF ME          OF ME 
 
12. My spouse/partner could not tolerate it if   1 2 3 4 5       6 
 I were to express to   him/her my  
 true feelings about some things.    
13. When my spouse/partner criticizes me,   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   it bothers me for days.    
14. At times my feelings get the best of me and   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   I have trouble   thinking clearly.    
15. When I am having an argument with someone,  1 2 3 4 5       6 
   I can separate my   thoughts about the  
   issue from my feelings about the person.    
 
16. I'm often uncomfortable when people   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   get too close to me.    
17. I feel a need for approval from virtually   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   everyone in my life. 
18. At times I feel as if I'm riding an emotional   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   roller–coaster. 
19. There's no point in getting upset about things  1 2 3 4 5       6 
   I cannot change. 
20. I'm concerned about losing my independence  1 2 3 4 5       6 
   in intimate relationships. 
21. I'm overly sensitive to criticism.   1 2 3 4 5       6 
 
22. I try to live up to my parents’ expectations.  1 2 3 4 5       6 
 
23. I'm fairly self-accepting.    1 2 3 4 5       6 
 
24. I often feel that my spouse/partner wants   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   too much from me. 
25. I often agree with others just to appease them. 1 2 3 4 5       6 
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       NOT AT ALL             VERY TRUE  
      TRUE OF ME          OF ME 
 
 
26. If I have had an argument with my    1 2 3 4 5       6 
   spouse/partner, I tend to think    
   about it all day.    
 
27. I am able to say “no” to others even when   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   I feel pressured by them. 
28. When one of my relationships becomes   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   very intense, I feel the urge to run  
   away from it.    
 
29. Arguments with my parent(s) or sibling(s)   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   can still make me feel awful.  
30. If someone is upset with me,     1 2 3 4 5       6 
   I can't seem to let it go easily. 
31. I'm less concerned that others approve of me  1 2 3 4 5       6 
   than I am in doing what I think is right.    
32. I would never consider turning to any of my   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   family members for emotional support.    
33. I often feel unsure when others are not around  1 2 3 4 5       6 
   to help me make   a decision.    
34. I'm very sensitive to being hurt by others.  1 2 3 4 5       6 
 
35. My self-esteem really depends on how others  1 2 3 4 5       6 
   think of me. 
36. When I'm with my spouse/partner,    1 2 3 4 5       6 
   I often feel smothered. 
37. When making decisions, I seldom worry   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   about what others will think. 
38. I often wonder about the kind of impression   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   I create. 
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39. When things go wrong, talking about them   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   usually makes it worse.  
       NOT AT ALL             VERY TRUE  
      TRUE OF ME          OF ME 
 
40. I feel things more intensely than others do.  1 2 3 4 5       6 
 
41. I usually do what I believe is right regardless  1 2 3 4 5       6 
   of what others say. 
42. Our relationship might be better if my   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   spouse/partner would give me  
   the space I need.    
 
43. I tend to feel pretty stable under stress.  1 2 3 4 5       6 
 
44. Sometimes I feel sick after arguing with   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   my spouse/partner.  
45. I feel it’s important to hear my parents’   1 2 3 4 5       6 
   opinions before making decisions.    
46. I worry about people close to me    1 2 3 4 5       6 
   getting sick, hurt, or upset.  
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APPENDIX D 
DATA SET 1 – RAW EMOTIONAL REACTIVITY RESPONSES 
Collected Summer of 2015  Red survey #'s were not returned  
     Yellow survey #'s were incomplete 
            
Survey            
Participant    Emotional Reactivity     
ID # * * * * * * * * * * * 
Q# 1 6 10 14 18 21 26 30 34 38 40 
            
131 1 4 1 2 2 4 4 4 3 3 4 
132            
133            
134 2 4 1 1 1 4 4 5 4 5 4 
135 1 4 2 2 3 5 4 5 4 4 4 
136 1 4 2 2 1 3 2 3 1 3 1 
137 4 4 2 3 2 4 3 3 2 4 3 
138 2 4 2 2 1 4 4 4 3 4 2 
139 2 4 2 4 1 4 4 4 3 4 4 
140 2 4 2 4 4 4 5 5 3 4 3 
141            
142 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 3 1 
143 4 4 2 2 3 2 4 4 2 3 3 
144            
145 2 3 1 1 2 2 1     
146            
147 1 1 1 3 1 2 6 2 1 1 3 
148 2 5 3 2 2 3 1 5 5 5 5 
149 1 4 1 1 2 4 4 3 4 5 4 
150 1 4 1 3 3 3 2 2 2 5 3 
151 3 4 3 3 3 5 2 4 4 3 4 
152 2 4 1 2 2 4 5 5 5 5 2 
153 1 1 1 3 1 3 3 2 2 3 1 
154 1 4 1 3 4 3 2     
155 1 2 3 3 2 2 4 3 2 5 1 
156            
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157 2 2 2 3 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 
158 2 4 3 3 1 3 2 4 3 4 2 
159 2 2 2 3 3 1 2 3 3 5 3 
160            
161 2 4 1 3 2 3 4 2 3 4 2 
162            
163 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 
164 3 4 1 3 1 4 4 3 4 4 2 
165 2 1 1 2 1 2 3 3 3 2 1 
166            
167            
168            
169            
170 2 5 2 4 4 3 4 4 1 3 4 
171            
172            
173            
174 1 2 1 2 5 2 2 5 3 3 4 
175 3 2 2 3 2 3 4 1 3 5 3 
176 1 1 1 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 5 
177 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 
178            
179            
180 2 4 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 4 4 
181 2 2 1 2 2 3 4 3 2 5 2 
182 1 4 1 2 1 3 3 3 4 4 2 
183 1 4 2 2 2 4 3 5 2 4 2 
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APPENDIX E 
DATA SET 2 – RAW I POSITION RESPONSES 
Collected Summer of 2015    Red survey #'s were not returned  
       Yellow survey #'s were incomplete 
            
Survey            
Participant    I Position       
ID #                 *     
Q# 4 7 11 15 19 23 27 31 35 41 43 
                        
131 5 5 2 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 
132                       
133                       
134 5 5 3 5 5 5 2 2 3 5 5 
135 5 5 4 2 2 5 5 4 5 4 5 
136 5 6 5 3 5 4 5 5 2 5 5 
137 4 3 3 4 3 5 4 3 2 5 5 
138 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 2 5 5 
139 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 
140 5 4 3 4 3 3 4 5 3 6 3 
141                       
142 5 5 5 6 5 5 4 5 1 3 5 
143 5 5 5 6 4 5 6 6 2 6 6 
144                       
145 5 4 6 5 5 5 5       4 
146                       
147 2 6 6 4 6 6 6 6 1 6   
148 3 5 4 5 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 
149 6 6 6 6 5 6 5 6 1 6 6 
150 2 6 5 3 5 5 4 5 2 5 2 
151 3 5 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 4 
152 4 5 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 
153 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 2 4 5 
154 4 1 4 5 4 4 5       2 
155 5 5 3 5 4 6 6 6 4 5 5 
 Cinocca 102  
 
 
 
156                       
157 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 2 6 5 
158 5 5 2 4 4 5 3 4 5 4 4 
159 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 2 5 2 
160                       
161 3 5 3 4 4 4 2 4 3 4 2 
162                       
163 5 5 2 4 4 4 5 5 2 5 5 
164 6 4 3 4 6 4 3 4 2 4 6 
165 3 2 5 5 4 4 2 3 2 4 3 
166                       
167                       
168                       
169                       
170 4 5 5 6 5 5 6 5 2 5 5 
171                       
172                       
173                       
174 4 4 2 5 3 6 5 4 2 4 5 
175 6 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 2 5 5 
176 5 5 2 5 4 5 4 5 2 5 4 
177 2 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 2 3 3 
178                       
179                       
180 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 1 4 5 
181 5 6 5 5 6 5 5 5 2 5 5 
182 2 5 2 5 2 5 5 5 2 6 5 
183 5 5 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 
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APPENDIX F 
DATA SET 3 – RAW EMOTIONAL CUTOFF RESPONSES 
Collected Summer of 2015    Red survey #'s were not returned   
       Yellow survey #'s were incomplete  
             
Survey             
Participant    
Emotonal 
Cutoff       
ID # * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Q# 2 3 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 39 42 
                          
131 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 1 2 1 4 
132                         
133                         
134 1 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 2 2 
135 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 
136 4 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 
137 2 2 4 1 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 
138 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 
139 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 
140 2 2 4 1 5 2 1 5 2 1 2 2 
141                         
142 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
143 1 1 2 2 2 1 3 2 1 1 1 2 
144                         
145 1 1 1 2 2 1 2         2 
146                         
147 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1   
148 1 1 5 1 5 1 6 1 1 1 1 1 
149 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 
150 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
151 1 1 2 5 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 
152 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 
153 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 
154 1 1 1 2 1 1 2         1 
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155 2 1 5 1 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 
156                         
157 2 2 2 2 1 2 4 1 1 1 1 1 
158 3 3 3 3 3 1 2 4 5 1 1 1 
159 2 2 3 1 3 2 2 2 2 1 3 1 
160                         
161 3 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
162                         
163 4 2 3 1 3 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 
164 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 1 2 1 3 
165 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 
166                         
167                         
168                         
169                         
170 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 
171                         
172                         
173                         
174 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 
175 2 2 2 3 4 1 3 1 1 2 2 2 
176 1 2 1 3 1 2 4 2 3 4 2 4 
177 2 3 4 1 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 1 
178                         
179                         
180 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 
181 2 1 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
182 4 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 4 1 1 2 
183 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 2 4 2 3 2 
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APPENDIX G 
DATA SET 4 – RAW FUSION WITH OTHERS RESPONSES 
Collected Summer of 2015    Red survey #'s were not returned   
       Yellow survey #'s were incomplete  
             
Survey             
Participant      Fusion      
ID # * * * * * * * *   * * * 
Q# 5 9 13 17 22 25 29 33 37 44 45 46 
                          
131 3 4 3 3 4 2 4 4 2 2 4 5 
132                         
133                         
134 2 6 3 3 6 1 5 2 2 4 5 4 
135 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 2 4 3 1 2 
136 2 4 1 1 4 2 3 2 4 2 3 2 
137 3 5 3 2 4 3 5 2 5 4 2 2 
138 3 5 4 3 5 2 4 2 3 4 2 5 
139 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 2 3 2 3 4 
140 3 4 4 5 4 2 5 2 3 4 4 6 
141                         
142 1 4 3 1 5 2 3 1 4 1 4 2 
143 2 4 2 1 4 2 6 2 3 2 1 6 
144                         
145 2 4 2 1 2 1       4 1 4 
146                         
147 1 4 2 1 4 1 1 1 5       
148 1 4 2 1 3 3 2 1 3 1 2 2 
149 1 5 5 2 5 4 5 1 5 2 1 2 
150 2 6 2 2 6 2 1 2 5 1 1 1 
151 3 1 2 4 1 2 1 3 3 2 1 4 
152 3 6 5 4 6 2 6 2 1 4 1 6 
153 1 5 2 2 5 2 4 1 4 1 4 2 
154 2 5 2 1 5 1       5 5 5 
155 1 4 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 
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156                         
157 2 5 2 2 5 1 2 1 3 1 4 3 
158 4 4 2 3 4 3 4 2 2 1 2 2 
159 2 5 2 2 5 2 2 2 3 3 2 4 
160                         
161 2 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 2 2 3 3 
162                         
163 1 2 3 2 2 1 4 2 2 3 1 2 
164 4 4 4 3 4 3 6 3 5 3 4 4 
165 2 2 3 5 2 3 2 3 3 2 1 1 
166                         
167                         
168                         
169                         
170 2 5 3 3 5 2 5 1 3 4 3 2 
171                         
172                         
173                         
174 3 5 2 3 5 2 4 1 2 2 2 4 
175 4 4 4 2 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 3 
176 2 3 2 4 3 1 3 2 4 2 1 4 
177 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 3 3 3 4 
178                         
179                         
180 2 5 2 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 
181 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 1 4 
182 1 4 4 2 4 1 3 2 4 1 4 2 
183 2 4 3 3 3 4 2 2 2 2 2 3 
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APPENDIX H 
DATA SET 5 – EMOTIONAL REACTIVITY RESPONSES (SCORED) 
Collected Summer of 2015    Red survey #'s were not returned  
       Yellow survey #'s were incomplete 
            
Survey            
Participant    Emotional Reactivity     
ID # * * * * * * * * * * * 
Q# 1 6 10 14 18 21 26 30 34 38 40 
                        
131 6 3 6 5 5 3 3 3 4 4 3 
132                       
133                       
134 5 3 6 6 6 3 3 2 3 2 3 
135 6 3 5 5 4 2 3 2 3 3 3 
136 6 3 5 5 6 4 5 4 5 4 6 
137 3 3 5 4 5 3 4 4 5 3 4 
138 5 3 5 5 6 3 3 3 4 3 5 
139 5 3 5 3 6 3 3 3 4 3 3 
140 5 3 5 3 3 3 2 2 4 3 4 
141                       
142 6 6 5 6 6 6 5 6 6 4 6 
143 3 3 5 5 4 5 3 3 5 4 4 
144                       
145 5 4 6 6 5 5 6         
146                       
147 6 6 6 4 6 5 1 5 6 6 4 
148 5 2 4 5 5 4 6 2 2 2 2 
149 6 3 6 6 5 3 3 4 3 2 3 
150 6 3 6 4 4 4 5 5 5 2 4 
151 4 3 4 4 4 2 5 3 3 4 3 
152 5 3 6 5 5 3 2 2 2 2 5 
153 6 6 6 4 6 4 4 5 5 4 6 
154 6 3 6 4 3 4 5         
155 6 5 4 4 5 5 3 4 5 2 6 
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156                       
157 5 5 5 4 5 6 5 5 6 5 6 
158 5 3 4 4 6 4 5 3 4 3 5 
159 5 5 5 4 4 6 5 4 4 2 4 
160                       
161 5 3 6 4 5 4 3 5 4 3 5 
162                       
163 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 6 
164 4 3 6 4 6 3 3 4 3 3 5 
165 5 6 6 5 6 5 4 4 4 5 6 
166                       
167                       
168                       
169                       
170 5 2 5 3 3 4 3 3 6 4 3 
171                       
172                       
173                       
174 6 5 6 5 2 5 5 2 4 4 3 
175 4 5 5 4 5 4 3 6 4 2 4 
176 6 6 6 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 2 
177 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 5 4 5 
178                       
179                       
180 5 3 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 3 3 
181 5 5 6 5 5 4 3 4 5 2 5 
182 6 3 6 5 6 4 4 4 3 3 5 
183 6 3 5 5 5 3 4 2 5 3 5 
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APPENDIX I 
DATA SET 6 – I POSITION RESPONSES (SCORED) 
Collected Summer of 2015    Red survey #'s were not returned  
       Yellow survey #'s were incomplete 
            
Survey            
Participant    I Position       
ID #                 *     
Q# 5 5 2 4 5 5 4 5 3 4 4 
                        
131                       
132 5 5 3 5 5 5 2 2 4 5 5 
133 5 5 4 2 2 5 5 4 2 4 5 
134 5 6 5 3 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 
135 4 3 3 4 3 5 4 3 5 5 5 
136 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
137 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
138 5 4 3 4 3 3 4 5 4 6 3 
139                       
140 5 5 5 6 5 5 4 5 6 3 5 
141 5 5 5 6 4 5 6 6 5 6 6 
142                       
143 5 4 6 5 5 5 5       4 
144                       
145 2 6 6 4 6 6 6 6 6 6   
146 3 5 4 5 6 5 5 5 2 5 5 
147 6 6 6 6 5 6 5 6 6 6 6 
148 2 6 5 3 5 5 4 5 5 5 2 
149 3 5 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 
150 4 5 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 
151 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 
152 4 1 4 5 4 4 5       2 
153 5 5 3 5 4 6 6 6 3 5 5 
154                       
155 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 5 
 Cinocca 110  
 
 
 
156 5 5 2 4 4 5 3 4 2 4 4 
157 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 2 
158                       
159 3 5 3 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 2 
160                       
161 5 5 2 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 
162 6 4 3 4 6 4 3 4 5 4 6 
163 3 2 5 5 4 4 2 3 5 4 3 
164                       
165                       
166                       
167                       
168 4 5 5 6 5 5 6 5 5 5 5 
169                       
170                       
171                       
172 4 4 2 5 3 6 5 4 5 4 5 
173 6 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 
174 5 5 2 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 
175 2 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 5 3 3 
176                       
177                       
178 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 6 4 5 
179 5 6 5 5 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 
180 2 5 2 5 2 5 5 5 5 6 5 
181 5 5 3 4 5 4 5 5 3 5 5 
182 2 5 2 5 2 5 5 5 2 6 5 
183 5 5 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 
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APPENDIX J 
DATA SET 7 – EMOTIONAL CUTOFF RESPONSES (SCORED) 
Collected Summer of 2015    Red survey #'s were not returned   
       Yellow survey #'s were incomplete  
             
Survey             
Participant    
Emotional 
Cutoff       
ID # * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Q# 2 3 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 39 42 
                          
131 5 5 6 5 6 6 5 4 6 5 6 3 
132                         
133                         
134 6 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 6 6 5 5 
135 6 6 5 6 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 
136 4 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 5 6 5 6 
137 5 5 3 6 4 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 
138 5 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 4 6 
139 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 
140 5 5 3 6 2 5 6 2 5 6 5 5 
141                         
142 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 
143 6 6 5 5 5 6 4 5 6 6 6 5 
144                         
145 6 6 6 6 5 6 5         5 
146                         
147 4 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6   
148 6 6 2 6 2 6 1 6 6 6 6 6 
149 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 3 6 6 6 6 
150 5 6 6 6 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 
151 6 6 5 2 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 6 
152 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 5 6 
153 5 6 6 5 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 
154 6 6 6 5 6 6 5         1 
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155 5 6 2 6 4 6 6 5 6 5 6 5 
156                         
157 5 5 5 5 6 5 3 6 6 6 6 6 
158 4 4 4 4 4 6 5 3 2 6 6 6 
159 5 5 4 6 4 5 5 5 5 6 4 6 
160                         
161 4 5 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
162                         
163 3 5 4 6 4 5 6 5 5 6 5 5 
164 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 6 5 6 4 
165 5 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 
166                         
167                         
168                         
169                         
170 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 
171                         
172                         
173                         
174 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 
175 5 5 5 4 3 6 4 6 6 5 5 5 
176 6 5 6 4 6 5 3 5 4 3 5 3 
177 5 4 3 6 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 6 
178                         
179                         
180 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 
181 5 6 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 
182 3 6 5 6 6 5 6 5 3 6 6 5 
183 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 5 3 5 4 5 
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APPENDIX K 
DATA SET 8 – FUSION WITH OTHERS RESPONSES (SCORED) 
Collected Summer of 2015    Red survey #'s were not returned   
       Yellow survey #'s were incomplete  
             
Survey             
Participant      Fusion      
ID # * * * * * * * *   * * * 
Q# 5 9 13 17 22 25 29 33 37 44 45 46 
                          
131 4 3 4 4 3 5 3 3 2 5 3 2 
132                         
133                         
134 5 1 4 4 1 6 2 5 2 3 2 3 
135 3 3 2 3 4 3 3 5 4 4 6 5 
136 5 3 6 6 3 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 
137 4 2 4 5 3 4 2 5 5 3 5 5 
138 4 2 3 4 2 5 3 5 3 3 5 2 
139 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 5 3 5 4 3 
140 4 3 3 2 3 5 2 5 3 3 3 1 
141                         
142 6 3 4 6 2 5 4 6 4 6 3 5 
143 5 3 5 6 3 5 1 5 3 5 6 1 
144                         
145 5 3 5 6 5 6       3 6 3 
146                         
147 6 3 5 6 3 6 6 6 5       
148 6 3 5 6 4 4 5 6 3 6 5 5 
149 6 2 2 5 2 3 2 6 5 5 6 5 
150 5 1 5 5 1 5 6 5 5 6 6 6 
151 4 6 5 3 6 5 6 4 3 5 6 3 
152 4 1 2 3 1 5 1 5 1 3 6 1 
153 6 2 5 5 2 5 3 6 4 6 3 5 
154 5 2 5 6 2 6       2 2 2 
155 6 3 5 6 6 5 5 5 2 6 6 5 
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156                         
157 5 2 5 5 2 6 5 6 3 6 3 4 
158 3 3 5 4 3 4 3 5 2 6 5 5 
159 5 2 5 5 2 5 5 5 3 4 5 3 
160                         
161 5 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 2 5 4 4 
162                         
163 6 5 4 5 5 6 3 5 2 4 6 5 
164 3 3 3 4 3 4 1 4 5 4 4 4 
165 5 5 4 2 5 4 5 4 3 5 6 6 
166                         
167                         
168                         
169                         
170 5 2 4 4 2 5 2 6 3 3 4 5 
171                         
172                         
173                         
174 4 2 5 4 2 5 3 6 2 5 5 3 
175 3 3 3 5 4 5 5 6 2 5 5 4 
176 5 4 5 3 4 6 4 5 4 5 6 3 
177 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 3 4 4 3 
178                         
179                         
180 5 2 5 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 
181 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 3 4 6 3 
182 6 3 3 5 3 6 4 5 4 6 3 5 
183 5 3 4 4 4 3 5 5 2 5 5 4 
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